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Rules and Regulations

Federal Register

Vol. 60, No. 70
Wednesday, April 12, 1995

This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains regulatory documents having general
applicability and legal effect, most of which
are keyed to and codified in the Code of
Federal Regulations, which is published under
50 titles pursuant to 44 U.S.C. 1510.

The Code of Federal Regulations is sold by
the Superintendent of Documents. Prices of
new books are listed in the first FEDERAL
REGISTER issue of each week.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Agricultural Marketing Service

7 CFR Part 932
[Docket No. FV94-932—-2FIR]
Olives Grown in California; Expenses

and Assessment Rate for 1995 Fiscal
Year

AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service,
USDA.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Department of
Agriculture (Department) is adopting as
a final rule, without change, the
provisions of an interim final rule that
authorized expenses and established an
assessment rate for the California Olive
Committee (Committee) under
Marketing Order No. 932 for the 1995
fiscal year. Authorization of this budget
enables the Committee to incur
expenses that are reasonable and
necessary to administer this program.
Funds to administer this program are
derived from assessments on handlers.
EFFECTIVE DATES: January 1, 1995,
through December 31, 1995.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Caroline C. Thorpe, Marketing Order
Administration Branch, Fruit and
Vegetable Division, AMS, USDA, P.O.
Box 96456, room 2523-S, Washington,
DC 20090-6456, telephone: (202) 720—
5127; or Terry Vawter, California
Marketing Field Office, Fruit and
Vegetable Division, AMS, USDA, 2202
Monterey Street, suite 102B, Fresno,
California 93721, telephone: (209) 487-
5901.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This final
rule is issued under Marketing
Agreement and Order No. 932 (7 CFR
part 932), as amended, regulating the
handling of olives grown in California.
The marketing agreement and order are
effective under the Agricultural
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as

amended (7 U.S.C. 601-674), hereinafter
referred to as the “Act.”

The Department is issuing this rule in
conformance with Executive Order
12866.

This final rule has been reviewed
under Executive Order 12778, Civil
Justice Reform. Under the marketing
order provisions now in effect, olives
grown in California are subject to
assessments. It is intended that the
assessment rate specified herein will be
applicable to all assessable olives and
expenses applied to the 1995 fiscal year,
beginning January 1, 1995, through
December 31, 1995. This final rule will
not preempt any state or local laws,
regulations, or policies, unless they
present an irreconcilable conflict with
this rule.

The Act provides that administrative
proceedings must be exhausted before
parties may file suit in court. Under
section 608c(15)(A) of the Act, any
handler subject to an order may file
with the Secretary a petition stating that
the order, any provision of the order, or
any obligation imposed in connection
with the order is not in accordance with
law and requesting a modification of the
order or to be exempted therefrom. Such
handler is afforded the opportunity for
a hearing on the petition. After the
hearing the Secretary would rule on the
petition. The Act provides that the
district court of the United States in any
district in which the handler is an
inhabitant, or has his or her principal
place of business, has jurisdiction in
equity to review the Secretary’s ruling
on the petition, provided a bill in equity
is filed not later than 20 days after date
of the entry of the ruling.

Pursuant to the requirements set forth
in the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA),
the Administrator of the Agricultural
Marketing Service (AMS) has
considered the economic impact of this
rule on small entities.

The purpose of the RFA is to fit
regulatory actions to the scale of
business subject to such actions in order
that small businesses will not be unduly
or disproportionately burdened.
Marketing orders issued pursuant to the
Act, and rules issued thereunder, are
unique in that they are brought about
through group action of essentially
small entities acting on their own
behalf. Thus, both statutes have small
entity orientation and compatibility.

There are 5 handlers of olives
regulated under the marketing order

each season and approximately 1,350
olive producers in California. Small
agricultural producers have been
defined by the Small Business
Administration (13 CFR §121.601) as
those having annual receipts of less than
$500,000, and small agricultural service
firms are defined as those whose annual
receipts are less than $5,000,000. None
of the handlers may be classified as
small entities. The majority of the
producers may be classified as small
entities.

The marketing order, administered by
the Department, requires that the
assessment rate for a particular fiscal
year apply to all assessable olives.
Annual budgets of expenses are
prepared by the Committee, the agency
responsible for local administration of
this marketing order, and submitted to
the Department for approval. The
members of the Committee are handlers
and producers of California olives. They
are familiar with the Committee’s needs
and with the costs for goods, services,
and personnel in their local area, and
are thus in a position to formulate
appropriate budgets. The Committee’s
budget is formulated and discussed in a
public meeting. Thus, all directly
affected persons have an opportunity to
participate and provide input.

The assessment rate recommended by
the Committee is derived by dividing
the anticipated expenses by actual
receipts of olives by handlers. Because
that rate is applied to olive receipts, it
must be established at a rate which will
provide sufficient income to pay the
Committee’s expected expenses.

The California Olive Committee met
on December 8, 1994, and unanimously
recommended a total expense amount of
$2,881,650, for its 1995 budget. This is
$866,640 less in expenses than the
previous year.

The Committee also unanimously
recommended an assessment rate of
$30.04 per ton for the 1995 fiscal year,
which is $2.83 more in the assessment
rate from the 1994 fiscal year. The
assessment rate, when applied to actual
receipts of 69,300 tons from the 1994
olive crop, would yield $2,081,772 in
assessment income. This, along with
approximately $800,000 from the
Committee’s authorized reserves will be
adequate to cover estimated expenses.

Major expense categories for the 1995
fiscal year include $1,479,000 for
marketing expenses, $682,000 for food
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services, and $178,630 for salaries.
Funds in the reserve at the end of the
fiscal year, estimated at $200,000 will be
within the maximum permitted by the
order of one fiscal year’s expenses.

An interim final rule was issued on
January 18, 1995, and published in the
Federal Register. That rule provided a
30-day comment period which ended
February 23, 1995. No comments were
received.

While this action will impose some
additional costs on handlers, the costs
are in the form of uniform assessments
on all handlers. Some of the additional
costs may be passed on to producers.
However, these costs should be
significantly offset by the benefits
derived from the operation of the
marketing order. Therefore, the
Administrator of the AMS has
determined that this action will not
have a significant economic impact on
a substantial number of small entities.

It is found that the specified expenses
for the marketing order covered in this
rule are reasonable and likely to be
incurred and that such expenses and the
specified assessment rate to cover such
expenses will tend to effectuate the
declared policy of the Act.

It is further found that good cause
exists for not postponing the effective
date of this action until 30 days after
publication in the Federal Register (5
U.S.C. 553) because the Committee
needs to have sufficient funds to pay its
expenses which are incurred on a
continuous basis. The 1995 fiscal year
for the program began January 1, 1995.
The marketing order requires that the
rate of assessment apply to all
assessable olives as applicable during
the fiscal year. In addition, handlers are
aware of this action which was
recommended by the Committee at a
public meeting and published in the
Federal Register as an interim final rule
that is adopted in this action as a final
rule without change.

List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 932

Marketing agreements, Olives,
Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

For the reasons set forth in the
preamble, 7 CFR part 932 is amended as
follows:

PART 932—OLIVES GROWN IN
CALIFORNIA

Accordingly, the interim final rule
amending 7 CFR part 932 which was
published at 60 FR 4531 on January 24,
1995, is adopted as a final rule without
change.

Dated: April 6, 1995.
Sharon Bomer Lauritsen,
Deputy Director, Fruit and Vegetable Division.
[FR Doc. 95-8947 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-02-P

Done at Washington, DC, on April 5, 1995.
Michael R. Taylor,
Acting Under Secretary for Food Safety.
[FR Doc. 95-8937 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-DM-P

Food Safety and Inspection Service

9 CFR Part 327

[Docket No. 94-010F]

Imported Product: Withdrawal of
Czechoslovakia; Addition of the Czech
Republic to the List of Eligible
Countries

AGENCY: Food Safety and Inspection
Service, USDA.

ACTION: Notice; affirmation of effective
date.

SUMMARY: On February 24, 1995, the
Food Safety and Inspection Service
(FSIS) published a direct final rule titled
Imported Product: Withdrawal of
Czechoslovakia; Addition of the Czech
Republic to the List of Eligible
Countries. This direct final rule notified
the public of FSIS’ intention to amend
the Federal meat inspection regulations
by removing Czechoslovakia from the
list of foreign countries eligible to
import meat products to the United
States, and adding the Czech Republic
in its place. No adverse comments were
received in response to the direct final
rule. Therefore, this rule is effective on
April 25, 1995.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr.
Paula M. Cohen, Director, Regulations
Development, Policy, Evaluation and
Planning Staff, Food Safety and
Inspection Service, U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Washington, DC 20250—
3700; (202) 720-7164.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
notice affirms the effective date of the
direct final rule titled Imported Product:
Withdrawal of Czechoslovakia;
Addition of the Czech Republic to the
List of Eligible Countries that was
published on February 24, 1995, at 60
FR 10305. This direct final rule notified
the public of FSIS’ intention to amend
the Federal meat inspection regulations
by removing Czechoslovakia from the
list of foreign countries eligible to
import meat products to the United
States, and adding the Czech Republic
in its place. We did not receive any
written adverse comments or written
notice of intent to submit adverse
comments in response to this rule.
Therefore, the effective date of the rule
is April 25, 1995.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 39

[Docket No. 94—-ANE-37; Amendment 39—
9192; AD 95-08-03]

Airworthiness Directives; General
Electric Company CF6 Series Turbofan
Engines

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration, DOT.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This amendment adopts a
new airworthiness directive (AD),
applicable to General Electric Company
(GE) CF6-45/-50 series turbofan
engines, that requires reduction of the
low cycle fatigue (LCF) retirement lives
for certain high pressure turbine rotor
(HPTR) stage 2 disks, and would
provide a drawdown schedule for those
affected parts with reduced LCF
retirement lives. This amendment is
prompted by the results of a refined life
analysis performed by the manufacturer
which revealed minimum calculated
LCF lives significantly lower than
published LCF retirement lives. The
actions specified by this AD are
intended to prevent a LCF failure of the
HPTR stage 2 disk, which could result
in an uncontained engine failure and
damage to the aircraft.

DATES: Effective June 12, 1995.

The incorporation by reference of
certain publications listed in the
regulations is approved by the Director
of the Federal Register as of June 12,
1995.

ADDRESSES: The service information
referenced in this AD may be obtained
from General Electric Aircraft Engines,
CF6 Distribution Clerk, Room 132, 111
Merchant Street, Cincinnati, OH 45246.
This information may be examined at
the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA), New England Region, Office of
the Assistant Chief Counsel, 12 New
England Executive Park, Burlington,
MA,; or at the Office of the Federal
Register, 800 North Capitol Street, NW.,
suite 700, Washington, DC.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Robert J. Ganley, Aerospace Engineer,
Engine Certification Office, FAA, Engine
and Propeller Directorate, 12 New
England Executive Park, Burlington, MA
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01803-5299; telephone (617) 238-7138;
fax (617) 238-7199.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A
proposal to amend part 39 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR part 39) to
include an airworthiness directive (AD)
that is applicable to General Electric
Company (GE) CF6—45/-50 series
turbofan engines was published in the
Federal Register on December 20, 1994
(59 FR 65513). That action proposed to
require a reduction of the published low
cycle fatigue (LCF) retirement lives for
certain high pressure turbine rotor stage
2 disks, and would provide a drawdown
schedule for those affected disks with
reduced LCF retirement lives. If the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
approved rework is accomplished, the
LCF retirement life may be increased to
8,750 or 9,700 cycles, depending on the
cycles since new of the disk when the
rework is performed. The actions would
be performed in accordance with GE
CF6-50 Service Bulletin No. 72-1069,
dated September 12, 1994.

Interested persons have been afforded
an opportunity to participate in the
making of this amendment. Due
consideration has been given to the
comments received.

Two commenters support the rule as
proposed.

Since publication of the NPRM, the
FAA has increased its estimate of the
average labor cost to $60 per work hour,
and has revised the economic analysis
of this final rule accordingly.

After careful review of the available
data, including the comments noted
above, the FAA has determined that air
safety and the public interest require the
adoption of the rule as proposed with
the changes described previously. The
FAA has determined that these changes
will not increase the scope of the AD.

The FAA estimates that 280 engines
installed on aircraft of U.S. registry will
be affected by this AD, that it will take
approximately 194 work hours per
engine to accomplish the required
actions, and that the average labor rate
is $60 per work hour. Required parts
will cost approximately $16,383 per
engine. Based on these figures, the total
cost impact of the AD on U.S. operators
is estimated to be $7,846,440.

The regulations adopted herein will
not have substantial direct effects on the
States, on the relationship between the
national government and the States, or
on the distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government. Therefore, in
accordance with Executive Order 12612,
it is determined that this final rule does
not have sufficient federalism
implications to warrant the preparation
of a Federalism Assessment.

For the reasons discussed above, |
certify that this action (1) is not a
“significant regulatory action’” under
Executive Order 12866; (2) is not a
“significant rule” under DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11034, February 26, 1979); and (3)
will not have a significant economic
impact, positive or negative, on a
substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act. A final evaluation has
been prepared for this action and it is
contained in the Rules Docket. A copy
of it may be obtained from the Rules
Docket at the location provided under
the caption ADDRESSES.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air Transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Incorporation by reference,
Safety.

Accordingly, pursuant to the
authority delegated to me by the
Administrator, the Federal Aviation
Administration amends part 39 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR
part 39) as follows:

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS
DIRECTIVES

1. The authority citation for part 39
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. App. 1354(a), 1421
and 1423; 49 U.S.C. 106(g); and 14 CFR
11.89.

39.13 [Amended]

2. Section 39.13 is amended by
adding the following new airworthiness
directive:

95-08-03 General Electric Company:
Amendment 39-9192. Docket 94-ANE—
37.

Applicability: General Electric Company
(GE) CF6-45/50 series turbofan engines
installed on but not limited to Airbus A300
series, Boeing 747 series, and McDonnell
Douglas DC-10 series aircraft.

Note: This AD applies to each engine
identified in the preceding applicability
provision, regardless of whether it has been
modified, altered, or repaired in the area
subject to the requirements of this AD. For
engines that have been modified, altered, or
repaired so that the performance of the
requirements of this AD is affected, the
owner/operator must use the authority
provided in paragraph (e) to request approval
from the FAA. This approval may address
either no action, if the current configuration
eliminates the unsafe condition, or different
actions necessary to address the unsafe
condition described in this AD. Such a
request should include an assessment of the
effect of the changed configuration on the
unsafe condition addressed by this AD. In no
case does the presence of any modification,
alteration, or repair remove any engine from
the applicability of this AD.

Compliance: Required as indicated, unless
accomplished previously.

To prevent a low cycle fatigue (LCF) failure
of the high pressure turbine rotor (HPTR)
stage 2 disk, which could result in an
uncontained engine failure and damage to
the aircraft, accomplish the following:

(a) Remove from service HPTR stage 2
disks Part Numbers (P/N) 1474M49P04,
1474M49P05, 1474M49P06, 9045M35P15,
9045M35P17, and 9045M35P18, in
accordance with the following:

(1) For disks that have accumulated less
than 3,500 cycles since new (CSN) on the
effective date of this airworthiness directive
(AD), remove disk from service prior to
accumulating 7,080 CSN.

(2) For disks that have accumulated 3,500
CSN or more, but less than 7,080 CSN on the
effective date of this AD, remove disk from
service prior to accumulating 7,080 CSN, or
prior to accumulating 3,100 cycles in service
(CIS) after the effective date of this AD,
whichever occurs later, but not to exceed
9,700 CSN.

(3) For disks which have accumulated
7,080 CSN or more on the effective date of
this AD, remove disk from service at the next
piece-part exposure, but not to exceed 9,700
CSN.

(b) Remove from service HPTR stage 2
disks P/N 9264M58P01, 9264M58P02, and
9264M58P03 prior to accumulating 7,080
CSN.

(c) This AD establishes the following new
LCF retirement lives which will be published
in Chapter 5 of the CF6-50 Engine Task
Numbered Shop Manual, GEK 50481: 7,080
cycles for HPTR stage 2 disk P/N
1474M49P04, 1474M49P05, 1474M49P06,
9045M35P15, 9045M35P17, 9045M35P18,
9264M58P01, 9264M58P02, and
9264M58P03.

(d) GE CF6-50 Service Bulletin (SB) No.
72-1069, dated September 12, 1994,
describes an FAA-approved rework
procedure for the affected disks.
Accomplishment of this rework increases the
FAA-approved LCF retirement life to 8,750 or
9,700 cycles, depending on the CSN of the
disk when the rework is performed.

(e) An alternative method of compliance or
adjustment of the compliance time that
provides an acceptable level of safety may be
used if approved by the Manager, Engine
Certification Office. The request should be
forwarded through an appropriate FAA
Principal Maintenance Inspector, who may
add comments and then send it to the
Manager, Engine Certification Office.

Note: Information concerning the existence
of approved alternative methods of
compliance with this airworthiness directive,
if any, may be obtained from the Engine
Certification Office.

(f) Special flight permits may be issued in
accordance with sections 21.197 and 21.199
of the Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR
21.197 and 21.199) to operate the aircraft to
a location where the requirements of this AD
can be accomplished.

(9) The actions required by this AD shall
be done in accordance with the following
service bulletin:
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Document No. Pages Date
GE CF6-50 SB 1-18 | Sept. 12, 1994.
No. 72-1069.
Total Pages:
18

This incorporation by reference was
approved by the Director of the Federal
Register in accordance with 5 U.S.C.
552(a) and 1 CFR part 51. Copies may
be obtained from General Electric
Aircraft Engines, CF6 Distribution Clerk,
Room 132, 111 Merchant Street,
Cincinnati, OH 45246. Copies may be
inspected at the FAA, New England
Region, Office of the Assistant Chief
Counsel, 12 New England Executive
Park, Burlington, MA; or at the Office of
the Federal Register, 800 North Capitol
Street NW., suite 700, Washington, DC.

(9) This amendment becomes effective
onlJune 12, 1995.

Issued in Burlington, Massachusetts, on
March 31, 1995.
James C. Jones,

Acting Manager, Engine and Propeller
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service.

[FR Doc. 95-8712 Filed 4—11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-U

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
Customs Service

19 CFR Part 10
[T.D. 95-30]
RIN 1515-AB69

Termination of the Bahamas as a
Designated Beneficiary Developing
Country Under the GSP

AGENCY: Customs Service, Department
of the Treasury.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This document amends the
Customs Regulations pertaining to the
Generalized System of Preferences
(GSP) direct importation requirement by
adding the Bahamas to the list of
countries whose membership in an
association of countries for GSP
purposes has been terminated by the
President. This amendment is intended
to clarify that goods of a current
beneficiary developing country (BDC)
member of the Caribbean Common
Market (CARICOM) may be shipped to
the United States through the Bahamas
and still be considered to be imported
directly, provided other applicable
regulatory requirements are met. Also,
the authority citation for Part 10 is
revised to reference an applicable
General Note provision of the North
American Free Trade Agreement.

EFFECTIVE DATE: April 12, 1995.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Lisa
Crosby, Office of Field Operations (202)
927-0163.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Title V of
the Trade Act of 1974, as amended (19
U.S.C. 2461-2465), authorizes the
President to establish a Generalized
System of Preferences (GSP)—a trade
preference program—to provide duty-
free treatment for articles which (1) are
designated by the President as eligible
articles for purposes of the GSP, (2) are
the growth, product, or manufacture of
a country designated by the President as
a beneficiary developing country (BDC)
for purposes of the GSP, (3) have at least
35 percent of their appraised value
attributable to the cost or value of
materials produced in the BDC and/or
the direct costs of processing operations
performed in the BDC, and (4) are
imported directly from the BDC into the
Customs territory of the United States.
The Customs Regulations implementing
the GSP are contained in §§10.171—
10.178 (19 CFR 10.171-10.178).

Limitations on preferential treatment
under the GSP are contained in 19
U.S.C. 2464. One of the limitations
provided for concerns per capita gross
national product of a BDC for the
determination year: If the President
determines that this measure of a
designated BDC exceeds the applicable
limit for the determination year, then
the country will no longer be treated as
a BDC. 19 U.S.C. 2464(f).

On February 3, 1995, the President
signed Presidential Proclamation 6767,
which provided, inter alia, that he had
determined that the per capita gross
national product of the Bahamas
exceeded the applicable limit provided
for in the Trade Act of 1974.
Accordingly, the Proclamation deleted
the Bahamas from the GSP lists of
independent countries and member
countries of the Caribbean Common
Market (CARICOM), set forth in General
Note 4(a) of the Harmonized Tariff
Schedule of the United States (HTSUS).

Section 10.175 of the Customs
Regulations (19 CFR 10.175) concerns
the GSP direct importation requirement.
Paragraph (e)(1) of §10.175 permits
shipment to the United States from a
BDC through the territory of a former
BDC whose designation as a member of
the same association for GSP purposes
was terminated by the President
pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 2464, provided
certain requirements are met. Paragraph
(e)(2) of §10.175 lists such former BDC
association members.

This document amends § 10.175(e)(2)
of the Customs Regulations by adding
the Bahamas to the list of countries

whose membership in an association of
countries for Generalized System of
Preferences (GSP) purposes has been
terminated by the President. This
amendment is intended to clarify that
goods of a current BDC member of the
CARICOM may be shipped to the
United States through the Bahamas and
still be considered to be imported
directly, provided the requirements of
§10.175(e)(1) are satisfied.

Also, the general authority citation for
Part 10 is revised to reference certain
General Note provisions of the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States (HTSUS): General Note
12, which deals with provisions of the
North American Free Trade Agreement,
General Note 17, which deals with
commingled goods, and General Note
20, which authorizes the Secretary of
the Treasury to issue rules and
regulations governing the admission of
articles under the provisions of the tariff
schedule. This document adds these
reference changes.

Inapplicability of Public Notice and
Comment Requirements, Delayed
Effective Date Requirements, the
Regulatory Flexibility Act, and
Executive Order 12866

Because this regulation is necessary to
support the objectives of the existing
GSP program and since it constitutes a
conforming amendment to a benefit
already granted the general public, it is
determined pursuantto 5 U.S.C.
553(b)(B) that notice and public
procedures are unnecessary and
contrary to the public interest.
Furthermore, for the above reasons, it is
determined that good cause exists under
the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 553(d)(3) for
dispensing with a delayed effective
date. Since this document is not subject
to the notice and public procedure
requirements of 5 U.S.C. 553, it is not
subject to provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.).
This amendment does not meet the
criteria for a “‘significant regulatory
action” as specified in E.O. 12866.

Drafting Information

The principal author of this document
was Gregory R. Vilders, Attorney,
Regulations Branch, U.S. Customs
Service. However, personnel from other
offices participated in its development.

List of Subjects in 19 CFR Part 10

Customs duties and inspection,
Foreign relations, Imports, Preference
programs, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Trade agreements
(Generalized System of Preferences).
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Amendments to the Regulations

For the reasons set forth above, Part
10, Customs Regulations (19 CFR part
10) is amended as set forth below:

PART 10—ARTICLES CONDITIONALLY
FREE, SUBJECT TO A REDUCED
RATE, ETC.

1. The general authority citation for
Part 10 is revised to read as follows:

Authority: 19 U.S.C. 66, 1202 (General
Note 20, Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States (HTSUS)), 1321, 1481, 1484,
1498, 1508, 1623, 1624,

* * * * *

§10.175 [Amended]

2.In 810.175, paragraph (e)(2) is
amended by adding “The Bahamas” to
the list of countries in appropriate
alphabetical order.

Approved: March 8, 1995.
John P. Simpson,
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Treasury.
Michael H. Lane,
Acting Commissioner of Customs.
[FR Doc. 95-8917 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4820-02-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Corps of Engineers
33 CFR Part 334

Danger Zones, Atlantic Ocean South of
the Entrance to the Chesapeake Bay,
Virginia Beach, Virginia

AGENCY: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
DoD.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Corps of Engineers is
amending the regulations which
establish a danger zone in the waters of
the Atlantic Ocean south of the entrance
of the Chesapeake Bay due to the
relocation of the Southeast Sea lanes of
the Atlantic Federal Project Channel.
The relocation of the danger zone is
necessary to provide an additional
measure of safety for vessels operating
in the area. As a result of this
amendment, the danger zone will be
shifted to the south. The overall size
and configuration of the danger zone
will remain the same.

EFFECTIVE DATE: May 12, 1995.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Mr. Rick Henderson at (804) 441-7653
or Mr. Ralph Eppard at (202) 272—-1783.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant
to its authorities in Section 7 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1917 (40 Stat.
266; 33 U.S.C. 1) and Chapter XIX of the

Army Appropriations Act of 1919 (40
Stat. 892; 33 U.S.C. 3), the Corps is
amending the danger zone regulations
in 33 CFR 334.390.

The Commanding Officer, Fleet
Combat Training Center, Atlantic, U.S.
Navy, has requested that the danger
zone be amended to reflect changes in
the routing of the Southeast Sea Lanes.
There are no changes which will affect
the public’s use of the area. As presently
configured, the danger zone is in the
path of vessel entering and departing
the Southeast Sea Lanes south of the
entrance to the Chesapeake Bay. This
amendment shifts the entire danger
zone to the south. On January 20, 1995,
we published these amendments in the
Notice of Proposed Rules section of the
Federal Register (60 FR 4134-4135)
with the comment period expiring on 19
February 1995. We received on
comments in response to the proposed
rule and accordingly, we are publishing
the final rule as proposed.

Economic Assessment and Certification

This rule is issued with respect to a
military function of the Defense
Department and the provisions of E.O.
12866 do not apply. The relocation of
the danger zone will have only minimal
impact on recreational, commercial or
fishing vessels within the area because
the vessels are not prohibited from use
of the area except when firing is in
progress at the range. The configuration
of the danger zone is not affected by this
amendment. There will be no impacts
on small businesses or governments in
the area. | hereby certify that this
regulation will have no significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities.

List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 334

Navigation (water), transportation,
restricted areas.

In consideration of the above, the
Corps is amending Part 334 of Title 33
to read as follows:

PART 334—DANGER ZONE AND
RESTRICTED AREA REGULATIONS

1. The authority citation for part 334
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 40 Stat. 266; (33 U.S.C. 1) and
40 Stat. 892; (33 U.S.C. 3).

2. In 8334.390, paragraph (a) is
revised to read as follows:

§334.390 Atlantic Ocean south of entrance
to Chesapeake Bay; firing range.

(a) The danger zone. A section
extending seaward for a distance of
12,000 yards between two radial lines
bearing 030° True and 083° True,
respectively, from a point on shore at

latitude 36°46'48'"'N, longitude
75°57'24"W; and an adjacent sector
extending seaward for a distance of 15
nautical miles between two radial lines
bearing 083° True and 150° True,
respectively, from the same shore
position.
* * * * *

Dated: March 24, 1995.
Stanley G. Genega,
Major General, U.S. Army, Director of Civil
Works.
[FR Doc. 95-8958 Filed 4—-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3710-92-M

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 180

[PP 9F3855, 2F4121, 4F4413/R2121; FRL—
4947-2]

RIN 2070-AB78
Sethoxydim; Pesticide Tolerances

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This document establishes a
pesticide tolerance for the combined
residues of the herbicide sethoxydim (2-
[1-(ethoxyimino)butyl]-5-[2-
(ethylthio)propyl]-3-hydroxy-2-
cyclohexen-1-one) and its metabolites
containing the 2-cyclohexen-1-one
moiety (calculated as the herbicide)) in
or on the raw agricultural commodities
(RACs) clover forage at 35 parts per
million (ppm), clover hay at 50 ppm,
almond hulls at 2.0 ppm and the crop
groupings tree nuts at 0.2 ppm and
cucurbit vegetables at 4.0 ppm. The
BASF Corp. requested these regulations
to establish maximum permissible
levels for residues of the pesticide in or
on the above commodities and crop
groupings.

EFFECTIVE DATE: April 12, 1995.

ADDRESSES: Written objections and
hearing requests, identified by the
document control number, [PP 9F3855,
2F4121, 4F4413/R2121], may be
submitted to: Hearing Clerk (1900),
Environmental Protection Agency, Rm
M3708, 401 M St., SW., Washington, DC
20460. A copy of any objections and
hearing requests filed with the Hearing
Clerk should be identified by the
document control number and
submitted to: Public Response and
Program Resources Branch, Field
Operations Division (7506C), Office of
Pesticide Programs, Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M St., SW.,
Washington, DC 20460. In person, bring
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copy of objections and hearing request
to: Rm. 1132, CM #2, 1921 Jefferson
Davis Hwy., Arlington, VA 22202. Fees
accompanying objections shall be
labeled “Tolerance Petition Fees” and
forwarded to: EPA Headquarters
Accounting Operations Branch, OPP
(Tolerance Fees), P.O. Box 360277M,
Pittsburgh, PA 15251.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: By
mail, Robert J. Taylor, Product Manager
(PM 25), Registration Division (7505C),
Office of Pesticide Programs,
Environmental Protection Agency, 401
M St., SW., Washington, DC 20460.
Office location and telephone number:
Rm. 241, CM #2, 1921 Jefferson Davis
Hwy., Arlington, VA 22202, (703)-305-
6027; e-mail:
taylor.robert@epamail.epa.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA has
issued notices in the Federal Register
announcing that BASF Corp., P.O. Box
13528, Research Triangle Park, NC
27709-3528, had submitted pesticide
petitions to EPA proposing to amend 40
CFR part 180 pursuant to section 408(d)
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act (FFDCA), 21 U.S.C. 346a(d),
establishing regulations to permit the
combined residues of the herbicide
sethoxydim (2-[1-(ethoxyimino)butyl]-5-
[2-(ethylthio)propyl]-3-hydroxy-2-
cyclohexen-1-one) and its metabolites
containing the 2-cyclohexen-1-one
moiety (calculated as the herbicide) in
or on certain RACs.

1. PP 9F3855. Published in the
Federal Register of June 29, 1990 (54 FR
26751), the notice proposed establishing
a regulation to permit residues of the
herbicide on tree nuts at 0.2 ppm and
almond hulls at 2.0 ppm.

2. PP 2F4121. Published in the
Federal Register of December 30, 1992
(57 FR 62334), the notice proposed
establishing a regulation to permit
residues of the herbicide on clover.

3. PP 4F4413. Published in the
Federal Register of February 8, 1995 (60
FR 7541), the notice proposed
establishing a regulation to permit
residues of the herbicide on the crop
grouping cucurbit vegetables at 4.0 ppm.

No comments were received in
response to the notices of filing.

The filing notice for PP 2F4121
should have proposed establishing a
regulation to permit residues of the
herbicide in or on clover forage at 35
ppm and clover hay at 50 ppm. Because
clover forage and hay are animal feeds,
not human foods, and current tolerances
in livestock commodities will not be
exceeded as a result of the proposed
tolerances on clover forage and hay,
there is no potential increase risk to

humans. Therefore, an additional period
of public comment is not necessary.

The scientific data submitted in the
petitions and other relevant material
have been evaluated. The toxicological
data considered in support of the
proposed tolerances include:

1. Several acute toxicology studies
that place technical sethoxydim in acute
toxicity category IV for primary eye and
dermal irritation and acute toxicity
category Il for acute oral, dermal, and
inhalation. The dermal sensitization-
guinea pig study was waived because no
sensitization was seen in guinea pigs
dosed with the end-use product Poast
(18% a.i.).

2. A 21-day dermal study with rabbits
fed dosages of 0, 40, 200, and 1,000 mg/
kg/day with a NOAEL (no-observed-
adverse-effect level) of greater than
1,000 mg/kg/day (limit dose).

3. A l-year feeding study with dogs
fed dosages (based on consumption) of
0, 8.86/9.41, 17.5/19.9, and 110/129 mg/
kg/day (males/females) with a NOEL
(no-observed-effect level) of 8.86/9.41
mg/kg/day (males/ females) based on
equivocal anemia in males and females
at 17.5/19.9 mg/kg/day, respectively.

4. A 2-year chronic feeding/
carcinogenicity study with mice fed
dosages of 0, 6, 18, 54, and 162 mg/kg/
day with no carcinogenic effects
observed under the conditions of the
study at dose levels up to and including
162 mg/kg/day (highest dose tested
[HDT]) and a systemic NOEL of 18 mg/
kg/day. A maximum tolerated dose
(MTD) was not achieved for females in
this study. A determination of the need
for an additional study will be made
once the replacement chronic feeding/
carcinogenicity study in rats is
evaluated.

5. A 2-year chronic feeding/
carcinogenic study with rats fed dosages
of 0, 2, 6, and 18 mg/kg/day (HDT) with
no carcinogenic effects observed under
the conditions of the study at dosage
levels up to and including 18 mg/kg/day
(HDT) and a systemic NOEL greater than
or equal to 18 mg/kg/day (HDT). This
study was reviewed under current
guidelines and was found to be
unacceptable because the doses used
were insufficient to induce a toxic
response and a maximum tolerated dose
(MTD) was not achieved. This study
must be repeated.

6. A chronic feeding/carcinogenic
study with rats was submitted to
supplement the above study. Rats in this
study were fed dosages of 0, 18.2/23.0,
and 55.9/71.8 mg/kg/day (males/
females) with no carcinogenic effects
observed under the conditions of the
study at dose levels up to and including
55.9/71.8 mg/kg/day (HDT) (males/

females) and a systemic NOEL greater
than or equal to 55.9/71.8 mg/kg/day
(males/females). The doses used were
insufficient to induce a toxic response
and failed to achieve an MTD or define
a Lowest Effect Level (LEL). Slight
decreases in body weights in the final
quarter of the study, although not
biologically significant, can support a
free-standing NOAEL of 55.9/71.8 mg/
kg/day (males/females). A new study is
necessary to replace both this study and
the one discussed above.

7. A developmental toxicity study in
rats fed dosages of 0, 50, 180, 650, and
1,000 mg/kg/day with a maternal
NOAEL of 180 mg/kg/day and a
maternal LEL of 650 mg/kg/day
(irregular gait, decreased activity,
excessive salivation, and anogenital
staining); and a developmental NOAEL
of 180 mg/kg/day and a developmental
LEL of 650 mg/kg/day (21 to 22%
decrease in fetal weights, filamentous
tail and lack of tail due to the absence
of sacral and/or caudal vertebrae, and
delayed ossification in the hyoids,
vertebral centrum and/or transverse
processes, sternebrae and/or
metatarsals, and pubes).

8. A developmental toxicity study in
rabbits fed doses of 0, 80, 160, 320, and
400 mg/kg/day with a maternal NOEL of
320 mg/kg/day and a maternal lowest-
observable-effect level (LOEL) of 400
mg/kg/day (37% reduction in body
weight gain without significant
differences in group mean body weights,
and decreased food consumption during
dosing); and a developmental NOEL
greater than 400 mg/kg/day (HDT).

9. A two-generation reproduction
study with rats fed dosage levels of O,
150, 600, and 3,000 ppm (approximately
0, 7.5, 30, and 150 mg/kg/day) with no
reproductive effects observed at 3,000
ppm (approximately 150 mg/kg/day)
(HDT). However, the Agency considers
this study usable for regulatory
purposes and has established a free-
standing NOEL of 3,000 ppm
(approximately 150 mg/kg/ day).

10. Mutagenicity studies included:
Ames Assays which were negative for
Salmonella typhimurium strains TA98,
TA100, TA1535, and TA 1537, with and
without metabolic activity; sethoxydim
did not cause structural chromosomal
aberrations at doses up to 5,000 mg/kg
in Chinese hamster bone marrow cells
in vivo; a Host-Mediated Assay (mouse)
with S. typhimurium was negative at 2.5
grams/kg/day of chemical, and
recombinant assays and forward
mutations in Bacillus subtilis,
Escherichia coli, and S. typhimurium
were all negative at concentrations of
greater than or equal to 100%; an in
vitro Unscheduled DNA Synthesis
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Assay in Primary Rat Hepatocytes had a
negative response for DNA repair (UDS)
in primary rat hepatocyte cultures
exposed up to insoluble (greater than
101 micrograms per milliliter) and
cytotoxic (507 micrograms per milliliter)
doses.

11. In a rat metabolism study,
excretion was extremely rapid and
tissue accumulation was negligible,
assuming DMSO vehicle does not affect
excretion or storage of NP-55 (78%
excreted into urine and 20.1% into
feces).

The reference dose (RFD) based on a
NOEL of 8.86 mg/kg bwt/day in the 1-
year feeding study in dogs and an
uncertainty factor of 100 was calculated
to be 0.09 mg/kg bwt/day. The
theoretical maximum residue
contribution (TMRC) for existing
tolerances for the overall U. S.
population is 0.032341 mg/kg bwt/day
or 35.9% of the RfD. The current action
will increase the TMRC by 0.000563
mg/kg bwt/day. These tolerances and
previously established tolerances utilize
a total of 36.5 percent of the RfD for the
overall U.S. population. For U.S.
subgroup populations, nonnursing
infants and children aged 1 to 6, the
current action and previously
established tolerances utilize,
respectively, a total of 62.75 percent and
73.5 percent of the ADI, assuming that
residue levels are at the established
tolerances and that 100 percent of the
crop is treated.

Cross Reference Note: These studies
are also referenced in an EPA proposed
rule on sethoxydim appearing in the
“Proposed Rules” section of this issue
of the Federal Register.

Desirable data lacking based on
review of data under current guidelines
include a repeat of the chronic feeding/
carcinogenicity study in rats. Once the
rat study is evaluated, a repeat of the
mouse carcinogenicity study may be
needed. Because the current studies,
although unacceptable by current
guidelines, provide useful information
and these tolerances utilize less than 1
percent of the RfD, the Agency believes
there is little risk from establishing
these tolerances. Any additional
tolerance proposals will be considered
on a case-by-case basis.

The pesticide is useful for the
purposes for which these tolerances are
sought and capable of achieving the
intended physical or technical effect.
The nature of the residue is adequately
understood, and adequate analytical
methods, gas chromatography using
sulfur-specific flame photometric
detection, are available for enforcement
purposes. The method for tree nuts and
cucurbits is listed in the Pesticide

Analytical Manual, Vol. Il (PAM 1), as
Method I. The analytical methods for
clover forage and hay are revisions of
the above method. Because of the long
lead time from establishing these
tolerances until publication, the
enforcement methodology for clover
forage and hay is being made available
in the interim to anyone interested in
pesticide enforcement when requested
by mail from: Calvin Furlow, Public
Response and Program Resources
Branch, Field Operations Division
(7506C), Office of Pesticide Programs,
Environmenal Protection Agency, 401 M
St., SW., Washington, DC 20460. Office
location and telephone number; Rm.
1130A, CM #2, 1921 Jefferson Davis
Hwy., Arlington VA 22202.

There are currently no actions
pending against the registration of this
chemical. Any expectation of residues
occurring in eggs, milk, meat, fat, or
meat byproducts of cattle, goats, hogs,
horses, and sheep or poultry will be
covered by existing tolerances.

Based on the information and data
considered, the Agency has determined
that the tolerances established by
amending 40 CFR part 180 would
protect the public health. Therefore,
EPA is establishing the tolerances as set
forth below.

Any person adversely affected by this
regulation may, within 30 days after
publication of this document in the
Federal Register, file written objections
with the Hearing Clerk, at the address
given above. 40 CFR 178.20. A copy of
the objections and/or hearing requests
filed with the Hearing Clerk should be
submitted to the OPP docket for this
rulemaking. The objections submitted
must specify the provisions of the
regulation deemed objectionable and the
grounds for the objections. 40 CFR
178.25. Each objection must be
accompanied by the fee prescribed by
40 CFR 180.33(i). If a hearing is
requested, the objections must include a
statement of the factual issue(s) on
which a hearing is requested, the
requestor‘s contentions on each such
issue, and a summary of any evidence
relied upon by the objector. 40 CFR
178.27. A request for a hearing will be
granted if the Administrater determines
that the material submitted shows the
following: There is a genuine and
substantial issue of fact; there is a
reasonable possibility that available
evidence identified by the requestor
would, if established, resolve one or
more of such issues in favor of the
requestor, taking into account
uncontested claims or facts to the
contrary; and resolution of the factual
issue(s) in the maner sought by the

requestor would be adequate to justify
the action requested. 40 CFR 178.32.

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR
51735, October 4, 1993), the Agency
must determine whether the regulatory
action is “significant’” and therefore
subject to review by the Office Of
Management and Budget (OMB) and the
requirements of the Executive Order.
Under section 3(f), the order defines a
“significant regulatory action” as an
action that is likely to result in a rule
(1) having an annual effect on the
economy of $100 million or more, or
adversely and materially affecting a
sector of the economy, productivity,
competition, jobs, the environment,
public health or safety, or State, local,
or tribal governments or communities
(also referred to as ‘“‘economically
significant”); (2) creating serious
inconsistency or otherwise interfering
with an action taken or planned by
another agency; (3) materially altering
the budgetary impacts of entitlement,
grants, user fees, or loan programs or the
rights and obligation of recipients
thereof; or (4) raising novel legal or
policy issues arising out of legal
mandates, the President’s priorities, or
the principles set forth in this Executive
Order.

Pursuant to the terms of the Executive
Order, EPA has determined that this
rule is not “significant” and is therefore
not subject to OMB review. Pursuant to
the requirements of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96-354, 94 Stat.
1164, 5 U.S.C. 601-612), the
Administrator has determined that
regulations establishing new tolerances
or raising tolerance levels or
establishing exemptions from tolerance
requirements do not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. A certification
statement to this effect was published in
the Federal Register of May 4, 1981 (46
FR 24950).

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 180

Environmental protection,
Administrative practice and procedure,
Agricultural commodities, Pesticides
and pests, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Dated: March 30, 1995.

Stephen L. Johnson,

Director, Registration Division, Office of
Pesticide Programs.

Therefore, 40 CFR part 180 is
amended as follows:
PART 180—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 180
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 21 U.S.C. 346a and 371.
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2.1n §180.412, by revising the section
heading and introductory texts of
paragraphs (a) and (b) and by amending
paragraph (a) in the table therein by
adding and alphabetically inserting new
entries for almond hulls; clover, forage;
clover, hay; and tree nuts and by
revising the entry for cucurbits
vegetables, to read as follows:

§180.412 2-[1-(Ethoxyimino)butyl]-5-[2-
(ethylthio)propyl]-3-hydroxy-2-cyclohexen-
1-one; tolerances for residues.

(a) Tolerances are established for the
combined residues of the herbicide 2-[1-
(ethoxyimino)butyl]-5-(2-
(ethylthio)propyl]-3-hydroxy-2-
cyclohexen-1-one and its metabolites
containing the 2-cyclohexen-1-one
moiety (calculated as the herbicide) in
or on the following commodities:

: Parts per
Commodity million
* * * * *
Almond hulls ........ccccooiiiiiiinene 2.0
* * * *

Clover, forage ......cccccccevieeeennes 35.0
Clover, hay ....ccccoccevvvveeiiiirenns 50.0
* * * * *
Cucurbits vegetables ................ 4.0
* * * * *
Tree NUES ....occcveevieeeiiieec e 0.2
* * * * *

(b) Tolerances with regional
registration, as defined in § 180.1(n), are
established for the combined residues of
the herbicide 2-[1-(ethoxyimino)butyl]-
5-(2-(ethylthio)propyl]-3-hydroxy-2-
cyclohexen-1-one and its metabolites
containing the 2-cyclohexen-1-one
moiety (calculated as the herbicide) in
or on the following commodities:

* * * *

*

[FR Doc. 95-8731 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-F

40 CFR Part 180
[PP 4F4318/R2118; FRL—4945-2]
RIN 2070-AB78

Beauveria Bassiana Strain GHA,;
Tolerance Exemption

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This rule establishes an
exemption from the requirement for a
tolerance for residues of Beauveria
bassiana Strain GHA in or on all raw
agricultural commodities. Mycotech
Corp. requested this exemption.

EFFECTIVE DATE: This regulation
becomes effective April 12, 1995.
ADDRESSES: Written objections,
identified by the document control
number, [PP4F4318/R2118], may be
submitted to: Hearing Clerk (1900),
Environmental Protection Agency, Rm.
M3708, 401 M St., SW., Washington, DC
20460. A copy of any objections and
hearing requests filed with the Hearing
Clerk should be identified by the
document control number and
submitted to: Public Response and
Program Resources Branch, Field
Operations Division (7506C), Office of
Pesticide Programs, Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M St., SW,
Washington, DC 20460. In person, bring
a copy of objections and hearing request
to Rm. 1132, CM #2, 1921 Jefferson
Davis Hwy., Arlington, VA 22202. Fees
accompanying objections shall be
labeled “Tolerance Petition Fees” and
forwarded to : EPA Headquarters
Accounting Operations Branch, OPP
(Tolerance Fees), P.O. Box 360277M,
Pittsburgh, PA 15251.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: By
mail: Patricia A. Cimino, Biopesticides
and Pollution Prevention Division
(7501W), Office of Pesticide Programs,
Environmental Protection Agency, 401
M St., SW., Washington, DC 20460,
(703)-308-7035; e-mail:
Cimino.Patricia@epamail.epa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In the
Federal Register of July 13, 1994 (59 FR
35718), EPA issued a notice that
Mycotech Corp., 630 Utah Drive, P.O.
Box 4109, Butte, MT 59701, had
submitted pesticide petition PP 4F4318
proposing to amend 40 CFR part 180 by
establishing a regulation pursuant to
section 408 of the Federal Food, Drug,
and Cosmetic Act (FFDCA), 21 U.S.C.
346a(d), to exempt from the requirement
of a tolerance the residues of the
microbial pest control agent Beauveria
bassiana Strain GHA in or on alfalfa,
corn, potatoes, rapeseed, safflower,
small grain crops, soybeans, sugarbeets,
sunflower, rangeland, improved
pastures, and in meat, milk or other
animal products from livestock grazed
on treated rangeland or improved
pastures when applied to growing crops
in accordance with good agricultural
practices.

There were no comments received in
response to the notice of filing.

In the Federal Register of February 8,
1995 (60 FR 7543), EPA issued a notice
that Mycotech Corp., 630 Utah Drive,
P.O. Box 4109, Butte, MT 59701, had
submitted an amendment to a pesticide
petition, PP 4F4318, proposing to
amend 40 CFR part 180 by establishing
a regulation pursuant to section 408 of

the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act (FFDCA), 21 U.S.C. 346a(d), to
exempt from the requirement of a
tolerance the residues of the microbial
pest control agent Beauveria bassiana
Strain GHA in or on all raw agricultural
commodities.

Beauveria bassiana Strain GHA is
naturally occurring and was originally
isolated from indigenous grasshoppers.

The data submitted in the petition
and all other relevant material have
been evaluated. The toxicological data
considered in support of the exemption
from the requirement of a tolerance for
Beauveria bassiana Strain GHA in or on
all raw agricultural crops include an
acute oral toxicity/pathogenicity study,
an acute dermal toxicity study, an acute
pulmonary toxicity/pathogenicity study,
an acute intraperitoneal toxicity/
pathogenicity study, and primary eye
irritation studies.

The results of these studies indicated
that the organism was not toxic to test
animals when administered via oral,
dermal, pulmonary, or intraperitoneal
routes.

The active ingredient was not
infective or pathogenic to the test
animals in any of the studies. Ocular
lesions were observed in the eye
irritation studies with the technical-
grade active ingredient (TGAI) and a
wettable powder (WP) formulation and
resulted in a Toxicity Category | rating
for these products. Minimal ocular
irritation was observed in the eye
irritation studies done with oil flowable
and emulsifiable suspension end-use
product formulations indicating that the
lesions observed in the eye irritation
tests done with TGAI and the WP
formulations may have been due to
physical effects of the TGAI and inert
ingredients. Slight skin irritation
persisted in test animals treated with
the TGAI resulting in a Toxicity
Category Il rating. There have been no
reports of hypersensitivity related to the
active ingredient. All of the toxicity
studies submitted are considered
acceptable.

The toxicology data provided are
sufficient to demonstrate that there are
no foreseeable human health hazards
likely to arise from use of Beauveria
bassiana Strain GHA on the requested
food and feed commodities when
applied during the growing season in
accordance with good agricultural
practices.

Acceptable daily intake (ADI) and
maximum permissible intake (MPI)
considerations are not relevant to this
petition because the data submitted
demonstrated that this biological control
agent is not toxic to humans by dietary
exposure. No enforcement actions are
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expected based on a level of residues in
food. Therefore, the requirement for an
analytical method for enforcement
purposes is not applicable to this
exemption request. This is the second
exemption from the requirement of a
tolerance for this microbial pest control
agent. The first exemption appeared in
the Federal Register of March 24, 1990
(60 FR 15488).

Based on the information considered,
the Agency concludes that
establishment of a tolerance is not
necessary to protect the public health.
Therefore, the exemption from tolerance
is established as set forth below.

Any person adversely affected by this
regulation may, within 30 days after
publication of this document in the
Federal Register, file written objections
and/or request a hearing with the
Hearing Clerk, at the address given
above (40 CFR 178.20). A copy of the
objections and/or hearing requests filed
with the Hearing Clerk should be
submitted to the OPP docket for this
rulemaking. The objections submitted
must specify the provisions of the
regulation deemed objectionable and the
grounds for the objections and the relief
sought (40 CFR 178.25). Each objection
must be accompanied by the fee
prescribed by 40 CFR 180.33(i). If a
hearing is requested, the objections
must include a statement of the factual
issue(s) on which a hearing is requested,
the requestor’s contentions on such
issues, and a summary of any evidence
relied upon by the objector (40 CFR
178.27). A request for a hearing will be
granted if the Administrator determines
that the material submitted shows the
following: There is genuine and
substantial issue of fact; there is a
reasonable possibility that available
evidence identified by the requestor
would, if established, resolve one or
more of such issues in favor of the
requestor, taking into account
uncontested claims or facts to the
contrary; and resolution of the factual
issues(s) in the manner sought by the
requestor would be adequate to justify
the action requested (40 CFR 178.32).

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR
51735, Oct. 4, 1993), the Agency must
determine whether the regulatory action
is “significant” and therefore subject to
review by the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) and the requirements of
the Executive Order. Under section 3(f),
the order defines a “significant
regulatory action” as an action that is
likely to result in a rule (1) having an
annual effect on the economy of $100
million or more, or adversely and
materially affecting a sector of the
economy, productivity, competition,
jobs, the environment, public health or

safety, or State, local, or tribal
governments or communities (also
known as “‘economically significant™);
(2) creating serious inconsistency or
otherwise interfering with an action
taken or planned by another agency; (3)
materially altering the budgetary
impacts of entitlement, grants, user fees,
or loan programs or the rights and
obligations of recipients thereof; or (4)
raising novel legal or policy issues
arising out of legal mandates, the
President’s priorities, or the principles
set forth in this Executive Order.

Pursuant to the terms of Executive
Order, EPA has determined that this
rule is not “significant” and is therefore
not subject to OMB review.

Pursuant to the requirements of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96-
354, 94 Stat. 1164, 5 U.S.C. 601-612),
the Administrator has determined that
regulations establishing new tolerances
or raising tolerance levels or
establishing exemptions from tolerance
requirements do not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. A certification
statement to this effect was published in
the Federal Register of May 4, 1981 (46
FR 24950).

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 180

Environmental protection,
Administrative practice and procedure,
Agricultural commodities, Pesticide and
pests, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Dated: March 29, 1995.

Janet L. Andersen,

Director, Biopesticides and Pollution
Prevention Division, Office of Pesticide
Programs.

PART 180—[AMENDED]

Therefore, 40 CFR part 180 is
amended as follows:

1. The authority citation for part 180
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 21 U.S.C. 346a and 371.

2. In Subpart D, by revising
§180.1146, to read as follows:

§180.1146 Beauveria bassiana Strain
GHA; exemption from the requirement of a
tolerance.

Beauveria bassiana Strain GHA is
exempted from the requirement of a
tolerance in or on all raw agricultural
commodities when applied to growing
crops according to good agricultural
practices.

[FR Doc. 95-8727 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-F

40 CFR Parts 180, 185, and 186

[PP 3F4231 and FAP 3H5675/R2122; FRL—
4947-4]

RIN 2070-AB78

Imidacloprid; Pesticide Tolerance and
Food/Feed Additive Regulations

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This rule establishes a
tolerance and food/feed additive
regulations for residues of the
insecticide (1-[(6-chloro-3-
pyridinyl)methyl]-N-nitro-2-
imidazolidinimine) (proposed comon
name “‘imidacloprid’) and its
metabolites in or on various
commodities. Miles, Inc., requested
these regulations to establish these
maximum permissible levels for
residues of the insecticide and to
establish the food and feed additive
regulations.

EFFECTIVE DATE: This regulation
becomes effective March 31, 1995.
ADDRESSES: Written objections and
hearing requests, identified by the
document control number, [PP 3F4231
and FAP 3H5675/R2122], may be
submitted to: Hearing Clerk (1900),
Environmental Protection Agency, Rm.
M3708, 401 M St., SW., Washington, DC
20460. A copy of any objections and
hearing requests filed with the Hearing
Clerk should be identified by the
document control number and
submitted to: Public Response and
Program Resources Branch, Field
Operations Division (7506C), Office of
Pesticide Programs, Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M St., SW.,
Washington, DC 20460. In person, bring
copy of objections and hearing requests
to Rm. 1132, CM #2, 1921 Jefferson
Davis Hwy., Arlington, VA 22202. Fees
accompanying objections shall be
labeled “Tolerance Petition Fees’” and
forwarded to: EPA Headquarters
Accounting Operations Branch, OPP
(Tolerance Fees), P.O. Box 360277M,
Pittsburgh, PA 15251.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: By
mail: Dennis H. Edwards, Product
Manager (PM 19), Registration Division
(7505C), Office of Pesticide Programs,
Environmental Protection Agency, 401
M St., SW., Washington, DC 20460.
Office location and telephone number:
Rm. 207, CM #2, 1921 Jefferson Davis
Hwy., Arlington, VA 22202, (703)-305-
3686; e-mail:
edwards.dennis@epamail.epa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA
issued a notice, published in the



18548

Federal Register / Vol. 60, No. 70 / Wednesday, April 12, 1995 / Rules and Regulations

Federal Register of October 21, 1993 (58
FR 54354), which announced that Miles,
Inc., 8400 Hawthorn Rd., P.O. Box 4913,
Kansas City, MO 64120-0013, had
submitted pesticide petition 3F4231 and
a food/feed additive petition (FAP
3H5675) to EPA requesting that
Administrator, pursuant to sections
408(d) and 409(b) of the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (FFDCA), 21
U.S.C. 346a(d) and 348(b), establish
tolerances for residues of the insecticide
imidacloprid, 1-[(6-chloro-3-
pyridinyl)methyl]-N-nitro-2-
imidazolidinimine, and it's metabolites
in or on fruiting vegetables (including
tomato, eggplant, and pepper) at 1.0 part
per million (ppm); brassica (cole) leafy
vegetables (including broccoli,
caulifower, brussels sprouts, and
cabbage) at 3.5 ppm; lettuce (head and
leaf) at 3.5 ppm; grape, fruit at 1.0 ppm;
milk at 0.1 ppm; and meat, fat, and meat
byproducts of cattle, goats, hogs, horses,
and sheep at 0.3 ppm. FAP 3H5675
proposed establishing a food or feed
additive to permit residues of
imidacloprid and its and it metabolites
in or on tomato puree at 2.0 ppm; grape,
raisin and grape, juice at 1.5 ppm;
tomato pomace, wet at 2.0 ppm; tomato
pomace, dry at 6.0 ppm; grape pomace,
wet at 2.5 ppm; grape pomace, dry at 5.0
ppm; and grape raisin waste at 15.0
ppm. There were no comments or
requests for referral to an advisory
committee received in response to the
notice of filing.

EPA issued a later notice, published
Federal Register of February 8, 1995 (60
FR 7543), which announced that Miles,
Inc., Agricultural Division, was
amending pesticide petition FAP
3H5675. The revised petiton proposed
that 40 CFR parts 185 (food additive)
and 186 (feed additive) be amended to
establish tolerances for combined
residues of imidacloprid and its
metabolites in the following food
additive commodities: Tomato, puree at
3.0 ppm; tomato, paste at 6.0 ppm; and
grape, raisin and grape, juice at 1.5 ppm;
and in or on the following feed additive
commodities: Tomato, pomace (wet or
dried) at 4.0 ppm; grape pomace (wet or
dried) at 5.0 ppm: and grape, raisin
waste at 15.0 ppm.

All relevant materials have been
evaluated. The toxicology data
considered in support of the tolerance
include:

1. A three-generation rat reproduction
study with a no-observed-effect level
(NOEL) of 100 ppm (8 mg/kg/bwt); rat
and rabbit developmental toxicity
studies were negative at doses up to 30
mg/kg/bwt and 24 mg/kg/bwt,
respectively.

2. A 2-year rat feeding/carcinogenicity
study that was negative for carcinogenic
effects under the conditions of the study
and had a NOEL of 100 ppm (5.7 mg/
kg/bwt in male and 7.6 mg/kg/bwt
female) for noncarcinogenic effects that
included decreased body weight gain in
females at 300 ppm and increased
thyroid lesions in males at 300 ppm and
females at 900 ppm.

3. A 1-year dog feeding study with a
NOEL of 1,250 ppm (41/mg/kg/bwt).

4. A 2-year mouse carcinogenicity
study that was negative for carcinogenic
effects under conditions of the study
and that had a NOEL of 1,000 ppm (208
mg/kg/day).

There is no cancer risk associated
with exposure to this chemical.
Imidacloprid has been classified under
“Group E” (no evidence of
carcinogenicity) by EPA’s OPP/HED’s
Reference Dose (RFD) Committee.

The reference dose (RfD), based on the
2-year rat feeding/carcinogenic study
with a NOEL of 5.7 mg/kg/bwt and 100-
fold uncertainity factor, is calculated to
be 0.057 mg/kg/bwt. The theoretical
maximum residue contribution (TMRC)
from published uses is .002594 mg/kg/
day. This represents 4.5% of the RfD.
The proposed tolerance contributes
.005494 mg/kg/bwt/day. This represents
10% of the RfD. Dietary exposure from
the existing uses and proposed use will
not exceed the reference dose for any
subpopulation (including infants and
children) based on the information
available from EPA’s Dietary Risk
Evaluation System.

The nature of the imidacloprid
residue in plants and livestock is
adequately understood. The residues of
concern are combined residues of
imidacloprid and it metabolites
containing the 6-chloropyridinyl
moiety, all calculated as imidacloprid.
The analytical method is a common
moiety method for imidacloprid and its
metabolites containing the 6-
chloropyridinyl moiety using a
permanganate oxidation, silyl
derivatization, and capillary GC-MS
selective ion monitoring. Imidacloprid
and its metabolites are stable in the
commodities when frozen for at least 24
months. There are adequate amounts of
geographically representative crop field
trial data to show that combined
residues of imidacloprid and it
metabolites, all calculated as
imidacloprid, will not exceed the
proposed tolerances when use as
directed.

There are currently no actions
pending against the continued
registration of this chemical.

This pesticide is considered useful for
the purposes for which the tolerance is

sought and capable of achieving the
intended physical or technical effect.
Based on the information and data
considered, the Agency has determined
that the tolerances established by
amending 40 CFR part 180 will protect
the public health. Therefore, these
tolerances are established as set forth
below.

Any person adversely affected by this
regulation may, within 30 days after
publication of this document in the
Federal Register, file written objections
to the regulation and may also request
a hearing on those objections.
Objections and hearing requests must be
filed with the Hearing Clerk, at the
address given above (40 CFR 178.20). A
copy of the objections and/or hearing
requests filed with the Hearing Clerk
should be submitted to the OPP docket
for this rulemaking. The objections
submitted must specify the provisions
of the regulation deemed objectionable
and the grounds for the objections (40
CFR 178.25). Each objection must be
accompanied by the fee prescribed by
40 CFR 180.33(i). If a hearing is
requested, the objections must include a
statement of the factual issue(s) on
which a hearing is requested, the
requestor’s contentions on such issues,
and a summary of any evidence relied
upon by the objector (40 CFR 178.27). A
request for a hearing will be granted if
the Administrator determines that the
material submitted shows the following:
There is genuine and substantial issue
of fact; there is a reasonable possibility
that available evidence identified by the
requestor would, if established, resolve
one or more of such issues in favor of
the requestor, taking into account
uncontested claims or facts to the
contrary; and resolution of the factual
issue(s) in the manner sought by the
requestor would be adequate to justify
the action requested (40 CFR 178.32).

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR
51735, Oct. 4, 1993), the Agency must
determine whether the regulatory action
is “significant” and therefore subject to
all the requirements of the Executive
Order (i.e., Regulatory Impact Analysis,
review by the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB)). Under section 3(f), the
order defines “‘significant” as those
actions likely to lead to a rule (1) having
an annual effect on the economy of $100
million or more, or adversely and
materially affecting a sector of the
economy, productivity, competition,
jobs, the environment, public health or
safety, or State, local, or tribal
governments or communities (also
known as ““‘economically significant™);
(2) creating serious inconsistency or
otherwise interfering with an action
taken or planned by another agency; (3)
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materially altering the budgetary
impacts of entitlement, grants, user fees,
or loan programs; or (4) raising novel
legal or policy issues arising out of legal
mandates, the President’s priorities, or
the principles set forth in this Executive
Order.

Pursuant to the terms of this
Executive Order, EPA has determined
that this rule is not “significant” and is
therefore not subject to OMB review.

Pursuant to the requirements of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96-
354, 94 Stat. 1164, 5 U.S.C. 601-612),
the Administrator has determined that
regulations establishing new tolerances
or raising tolerance levels or
establishing exemptions from tolerance
requirements do not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. A certification
statement to this effect was published in
the Federal Register of May 4, 1981 (46
FR 24950).

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Parts 180,
185, and 186

Environmental protection,
Administrative practice and procedure,
Agricultural commodities, Pesticides
and pests, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Dated: March 31, 1995.

Susan Lewis,

Acting Director, Registration Division, Office
of Pesticide Programs.

Therefore, chapter | of title 40 of the
Code of Federal Regulations is amended
as follows:

PART 180—[AMENDED]

1. In part 180:
a. The authority citation for part 180
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 21 U.S.C. 346a and 371.

b. In §180.472, by amending
paragraph (a) in the table therein by
adding and alphabetically inserting the
following commodities, to read as
follows:

§180.472 1-[(6-Chloro-3-pyridinyl) methyl]-
N-nitro-2-imidazolidinimine; tolerances for
residues.

(a) * * *
. Parts per
Commodity million
* * * * *
Brassica vegetables crop group 35
* * * * *
Fruiting vegetables crop group . 1.0
* * * * *
Grapes ......ccocevvciiieiiiiieeeeens 1.0
* * * * *
Lettuce, head and leaf .............. 35

. Parts per
Commodity million
* * * * *

PART 185—[AMENDED]

2. In part 185:
a. The authority citation for part 185
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 21 U.S.C. 346a and 348.

b. In §185.900, by designating the
existing text as paragraph (a) and adding
new paragraph (b), to read as follows:

§185.900 1-[(6-Chloro-3-pryridinyl)
methyl]-N-nitro-2-imidazolidinimine;
tolerances for residues.

* * * *

*

(b) A food additive regulation is
established premitting residues of the
insecticide 1-[(6-chloro-3-
pyridinyl)methyl]-N-nitro-2-
imidazolidimine in or on the following
food commodities:

Part per mil-

Food lion
Grape, JUICE .....coceevvveeerireennnne. 15
Grape, raisin ......cccccooveeriiiennenns 15
Tomato, paste 6.0
Tomato, puree .........ccccevcvveeennns 3.0

PART 186—[AMENDED]

3. In part 186:
a. The authority citation for part 186
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 21 U.S.C. 348.

b. In §186.900, by adding new
paragraph (c), to read as follows:

§186.900 1-[(6-Chloro-3-pyridinyl)methyl]-
N-nitro-2 imidazolidinimine; tolerances for
residues.

* * * *

*

(c) A feed additive regulation is
established premitting residues of the
insecticide 1-[(6-chloro-3-
pyridinyl)methyl]-N-2-
imidazolidinimine in or on the
following feed commodities resulting
from application of the insecticide to
tomato and grapes:

Part per mil-

Feed lion
Grape, pomace (wet or dried) .. 5.0
Grape, raisin waste .................. 15.0
Tomato, pomace (wet or dried) 4.0

[FR Doc. 95-8733 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-F

40 CFR Part 271
[FRL-5185-3]

Idaho; Final Authorization of State
Hazardous Waste Management
Program Revisions

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.
ACTION: Immediate final rule.

SUMMARY: The State of Idaho has
applied for final authorization of
revisions to its hazardous waste
program under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).
The Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) has reviewed ldaho’s application
and has made a decision, subject to
public review and comment, that
Idaho’s hazardous waste program
revision satisfies all of the requirements
necessary to qualify for final
authorization. Thus, EPA intends to
approve Idaho’s hazardous waste
program revisions. Idaho’s application
for program revision is available for
public review and comment.

DATES: Final authorization for ldaho
shall be effective June 11, 1995 unless
EPA publishes a prior Federal Register
action withdrawing this immediate final
rule. All comments on Idaho’s program
revision application must be received by
the close of business May 12, 1995.

ADDRESSES: Copies of ldaho’s program
revision application are available
Monday through Friday, 8 a.m. to 5
p.m., at the following addresses for
inspection and copying: Idaho
Department of Health and Welfare,
Division of Environmental Quality,
Technical Services Bureau, 1410 N.
Hilton, Boise, Idaho 83706-1290;
phone: (208) 334-5898; USEPA Region
10, Record Center M/S HW-070, 1200
Sixth Avenue, Seattle, WA 98101,
phone: (206) 553-4763. Written
comments should be sent to Michael Le,
USEPA, Region 10, 1200 Sixth Avenue,
Mail Stop HW-107, Seattle, WA 98101,
phone: (206) 553-1099.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Michael Le, USEPA, Region 10, 1200
Sixth Avenue, Mail Stop HW-107,
Seattle, WA 98101; phone: (206) 553—
1099.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
A. Background

States with final authorization under
section 3006(b) of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (““RCRA
or “the Act”), 42 U.S.C. 6929(b), have a
continuing obligation to maintain a
hazardous waste program that is
equivalent to, consistent with, and no
less stringent than the Federal
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hazardous waste program. In addition,
as an interim measure, the Hazardous
and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984
(Pub. L. 98-616, November 8, 1984,
hereinafter “HSWA”") allows States to
revise their programs to become
substantially equivalent instead of
equivalent to RCRA requirements
promulgated under HSWA authority.
States exercising the latter option
receive “‘interim authorization” for the
HSWA requirements under section
3006(g) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. 6926(g), and
later apply for final authorization for the
HSWA requirements.

Revisions to State hazardous waste
programs are necessary when Federal or
State statutory or regulatory authority is
modified or when certain other changes
occur. Most commonly, State program
revisions are necessitated by changes to
EPA’s regulations in 40 CFR parts 260—
266, 268, 124 and 270.

B. Idaho

Effective on April 9, 1990, Idaho
received final authorization for the base
program, non-HSWA and HSWA
requirements promulgated as of July 1,
1987 and interim authorization for those
HSWA corrective action provisions of
section 3004(u), promulgated as of July
7, 1987 (see 55 FR 11015 dated March
26, 1990). Effective on June 5, 1992,
Idaho received final authorization for
those HSWA corrective action
provisions of section 3004(u)
promulgated as of July 7, 1987 (see 57
FR 11580 dated April 6, 1992). Effective
on August 10, 1992, Idaho received final
authorization for those HSWA and non-
HSWA federal provisions promulgated
during the period of July 1, 1987 to June
30, 1990 (see 57 FR 24757 dated June
11, 1992). On January 12, 1995, Idaho
submitted its program revision
application for all RCRA (non-HSWA
and HSWA) federal provisions
promulgated during the period of July 1,
1990 to June 30, 1993. Today, Idaho is
seeking approval of its program revision
in accordance with 40 CFR 271.21(b)(3).

EPA has reviewed ldaho’s
application, and has made an immediate
final decision that Idaho’s hazardous
waste program revision satisfies all of
the requirements necessary to qualify
for final authorization. Consequently,
EPA intends to grant final authorization
for the additional program
modifications to Idaho. The public may
submit written comments on EPA’s
immediate final decision up until May
12, 1995. Copies of Idaho’s application
for program revision are available for

inspection and copying at the locations
indicated in the “Addresses’ section of
this notice.

Approval of Idaho’s program revision
shall become effective in 60 days unless
an adverse comment pertaining to the
State’s revision discussed in this notice
is received by the end of the comment
period. If an adverse comment is
received EPA will publish either (1) a
withdrawal of the immediate final
decision or (2) a notice containing a
response to comments which either
affirms that the immediate final
decision takes effect or reverses the
decision.

Idaho’s revision application includes
all those RCRA federal provisions
promulgated during the period of July 1,
1990 through June 30, 1993. To insure
state consistency with federal
regulations, the Idaho Board of Health
and Welfare’s regulatory rule-making
incorporated by reference those
delegable Federal Regulations in 40 CFR
parts 124, 260-266, 268, and 270 that
were promulgated and codified in the
Code of Federal Regulations, as of June
30, 1993. Thus, at this time, the State is
not seeking authorization for any
changes made to the Federal program
after July 1, 1993. Therefore, the scope,
structure, coverage and processes of the
Idaho hazardous waste management
program is virtually identical to the
federal provisions through June 30,
1993.

The Idaho Department of Health and
Welfare Rules, Title 1, Chapter 5, ““Rules
and Standards for Hazardous Waste”
incorporate by reference all federal
RCRA regulations required for final
authorization through July 1, 1993.
Accordingly, the State rules are
equivalent to the federal regulations.
ldaho Administrative Procedures Act,
IDAPA 16.01.05.000 et seq. The more
substantive changes included in this
revision application are: Wood
Preserving Listings, Land Disposal
Restrictions for Newly Listed Waste and
Hazardous Debris, Recycled Used Qil
Management Standards, and Corrective
Action Management Units and
Temporary Units. These regulatory
changes in this program revision
became State regulations effective on
February 11, 1994 and amended on June
1, 1994.

This program revision will not
authorize the State to operate the RCRA
program over any Indian lands; this
authority remains with EPA.

C. Decision

I conclude that Idaho’s application for
program revision meets all of the
statutory and regulatory requirements
established by RCRA. Accordingly,
Idaho is granted final authorization to
operate its hazardous waste program as
revised.

Idaho now has responsibility for
permitting treatment, storage, and
disposal facilities within its borders and
carrying out the aspects of the RCRA
program described in its revised
program application, subject to the
limitations of the HSWA. Idaho also has
primary enforcement responsibilities,
although EPA retains the right to
conduct inspections under section 3007
of RCRA and to take enforcement
actions under sections 3008, 3013 and
7003 of RCRA.

Compliance With Executive Order
12866

The Office of Management and Budget
has exempted this rule from the
requirements of Section 6 of Executive
Order 12866.

Certification Under the Regulatory
Flexibility Act

Pursuant to the provisions of 4 U.S.C.
605(b), | hereby certify that this
authorization will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. This
authorization effectively suspends the
applicability of certain Federal
regulations in favor of ldaho’s program,
thereby eliminating duplicative
requirements for handlers of hazardous
waste in the State. It does not impose
any new burdens on small entities. This
rule, therefore, does not require a
regulatory flexibility analysis.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 271

Administrative practice and
procedure, Confidential business
information, Hazardous materials
transportation, Hazardous waste, Indian
lands, Intergovernmental relations,
Penalties, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Water pollution control,
Water supply.

Authority: This notice is issued under the
authority of Sections 2002(a), 3006 and
7004(b) of the Solid Waste Disposal Act as
amended 42 U.S.C. 6912(a), 6926, 6974(b).

Dated: March 30, 1995.

Chuck Clarke,

Regional Administrator.

[FR Doc. 95-8606 Filed 4—11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P
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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains notices to the public of the proposed
issuance of rules and regulations. The
purpose of these notices is to give interested
persons an opportunity to participate in the
rule making prior to the adoption of the final
rules.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Food Safety and Inspection Service

9 CFR Part 391
[Docket No. 95-004P]
Fee Increase for Inspection Services

AGENCY: Food Safety and Inspection
Service, USDA.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: The Food Safety and
Inspection Service (FSIS) is proposing
to amend the Federal meat and poultry
products inspection regulations to
increase the fees charged by FSIS to
provide overtime and holiday
inspection, voluntary inspection,
identification, certification, or
laboratory services to meat and poultry
establishments, importers, and
exporters. The proposed fees reflect the
increased costs of providing these
services which are primarily due to the
1995 Federal salary increases allocated
by Congress under the Federal
Employees Pay Comparability Act of
1990.

DATES: Comments must be received on
or before May 12, 1995.

ADDRESSES: Submit written comments
in triplicate to Diane Moore, FSIS
Docket Clerk, Room 3171, South
Agriculture Building, Food Safety and
Inspection Service, U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Washington, DC 20250—-
3700. All comments should refer to
Docket Number 95-004P. Oral
comments as provided under the
Poultry Products Inspection Act should
be directed to Mr. William L. West, at
(202) 720-3367. Any person desiring an
opportunity for oral presentation of
views as provided under the Poultry
Products Inspection Act must make
such request to Mr. West so that
arrangements may be made for such
views to be presented. A record will be
made of all views orally presented. All
comments submitted in response to this
proposal will be available for public
inspection in the FSIS Docket Room

from 9 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. and from 1:30
p.m. to 4 p.m., Monday through Friday,
except holidays.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
William L. West, Director, Budget and
Finance Division, Administrative
Management, Food Safety and
Inspection Service, U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Washington, DC 20250—
3700, (202) 720-3367.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

The Federal Meat Inspection Act (21
U.S.C. 601 et seq.) and the Poultry
Products Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 451
et seq.) provide for mandatory
inspection by Federal inspectors of meat
and poultry slaughtered and/or
processed at official establishments.
Such inspection is required to ensure
the safety, wholesomeness, and proper
labeling of meat and poultry products.
The costs of mandatory inspection
(excluding such services performed on
holidays or on an overtime basis) are
borne by FSIS.

In addition to mandatory inspection,
FSIS provides a range of voluntary
inspection and certification services (9
CFR 350.7, 351.8, 351.9, 352.5, 354.101,
355.12, and 362.5). The costs of
voluntary inspection are totally
recoverable by the Federal Government.
These services, set forth in Subchapter
B—Voluntary Inspection and
Certification Service, are provided
under the Agricultural Marketing Act of
1946, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1621 et seq.)
to assist in the orderly marketing of
various animal products and byproducts
not subject to the Federal Meat
Inspection Act or the Poultry Products
Inspection Act.

Each year, the fees charged by FSIS
for voluntary inspection services
provided to operators of official meat
and poultry establishments, importers,
or exporters are reviewed and a cost
analysis ! is performed to determine
whether such fees are adequate to
recover the costs FSIS incurs in
providing the services. The fees charged
are for overtime and holiday inspection,

1The cost analysis is on file with the FSIS Docket
Clerk. Copies may be requested free of charge from
the FSIS Docket Clerk, Room 3171, South
Agriculture Building, Food Safety and Inspection
Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Washington, DC 20250-3700.

voluntary inspection, identification,
certification, or laboratory services.

Based on the projected Fiscal Year
1995 cost analysis, FSIS is increasing
the fees for voluntary services. These
increased costs are attributable to the
average FSIS national and locality pay
raise of 3.2 percent for Federal
employees effective January 1995; the
increasing number of employees
covered by the Federal Employees
Retirement System and are subject to
the Federal Insurance Contributions Act
tax; and increased health insurance
costs.

FSIS is proposing to increase the fees
charged for overtime and holiday
inspection, voluntary inspection,
identification, certification and
laboratory services to meat and poultry
establishments.

Section 307.5 of the Federal meat
inspection regulations (9 CFR 307.5)
provides that FSIS shall be reimbursed
for the cost of meat inspection on
holidays or on an overtime basis at the
rate specified in 9 CFR 391.3, currently
$31.80 per hour, per program employee.
Similarly, 9 CFR 381.38 of the poultry
products inspection regulations
provides that FSIS shall be reimbursed
for the cost of poultry inspection on
holidays or on an overtime basis at the
rate specified in 9 CFR 391.3, currently
$31.80 per hour, per program employee.
FSIS is proposing to increase the fee set
forth in §391.3 to $32.96 per hour, per
program employee.

The base time rate for providing
voluntary inspection and certification
services is currently $31.12 per hour,
per program employee, as specified in
§391.2. The overtime and holiday rate
for voluntary inspection services is
currently $31.80 per hour, per program
employee, as specified in §391.3. As
stated above, these fees would be
increased to $31.92 per hour and $32.96
per hour, per program employee,
respectively.

The rate for laboratory services is
currently $52.04 per hour, per program
employee, as specified in §391.4. FSIS
is proposing to increase the fee set forth
in section 391.4 to $52.92 per hour, per
program employee.

Executive Order 12866

This proposed rule has been
determined to be significant and was
reviewed by the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) under Executive
Order 12866. The proposed fee
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increases reflect the increased costs of
providing certain inspection services
due primarily to the 1995 increase in
salaries of Federal employees allocated
by Congress under the Federal
Employees Pay Comparability Act of
1990. Because FSIS is required to
recover the reimbursable portion of the
increase in employee salaries, FSIS is
only providing a 30-day comment
period for this proposed rule.

Executive Order 12778

This proposed rule has been reviewed
under Executive Order 12778, Civil
Justice Reform. This proposed rule is
intended to have preemptive effect with
respect to any State or local laws,
regulations or policies which conflict
with its provisions or which would
otherwise impede its full
implementation. This proposed rule is
not intended to have retroactive effect.
Prior to any judicial challenge to the
provisions of this proposed rule, all
applicable administrative procedures
must be exhausted. Under the Federal
Meat and Poultry Products Inspection
Acts, the administrative procedures are
set forth in 7 CFR part 1.

Effect on Small Entities

The Administrator, Food Safety and
Inspection Service, has determined that
this action will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities as defined by
the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C.
601). The fees provided for in this
document will reflect a minimal
increase in the costs currently borne by
those entities which elect to utilize
certain inspection services.

List of Subjects in 9 CFR Part 391

Fees and charges, Meat inspection,
Poultry products inspection.

For the reasons set out in the
preamble, 9 CFR part 391 is proposed to
be amended as set forth below.

PART 391—FEES AND CHARGES FOR
INSPECTION SERVICES

1. The authority citation for part 391
would continue to read as follows:

Authority: 21 U.S.C. 601 et seq., 460 et

seq.; 7 CFR 2.17(g) and (i), 2.55; 7 U.S.C. 394,
1622, and 1624.

2. Sections 391.2, 391.3, and 391.4
would be revised to read as follows:

§391.2 Base time rate.

The base time rate for inspection
services provided pursuant to 88 350.7,
351.8, 351.9, 352.5, 354.101, 355.12, and
362.5 shall be $31.92 per hour, per
program employee.

§391.3 Overtime and holiday rate.

The overtime and holiday rate for
inspection services provided pursuant
to §§307.5, 350.7, 351.8, 351.9, 352.5,
354.101, 355.12, 362.5, and 381.38 shall
be $32.96 per hour, per program
employee.

§391.4 Laboratory services rate.

The rate for laboratory services
provided pursuant to §8350.7, 351.9,
352.5, 354.101, 355.12, and 362.5 shall
be $52.92 per hour, per program
employee.

Done at Washington, DC, on April 5, 1995.
Michael R. Taylor,

Administrator, Food Safety and Inspection
Service.

[FR Doc. 95-8938 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-DM-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 71
[Airspace Docket No. 94-AWA-3]
Proposed Modification of the Atlantic

City International Airport Class C
Airspace Area; NJ

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SUMMARY: This proposed rule would
modify the Class C airspace area at
Atlantic City International Airport,
Atlantic City, NJ. This proposed action
would delete the 1-mile exclusion
around Nordheim Flying K Airport
because of its closure, and return this
airspace to the surface area of the Class
C airspace. In addition, this proposed
action would reduce controller
workload.

DATES: Comments must be received on
or before June 13, 1995.

ADDRESSES: Send comments on the
proposal in triplicate to: Federal
Aviation Administration, Office of the
Chief Counsel, Attention: Rules Docket
[AGC-200], Airspace Docket No. 94—
AWA-3, 800 Independence Avenue,
SW., Washington, DC 20591.

The official docket may be examined
in the Rules Docket, Office of the Chief
Counsel, Room 916, weekdays, except
Federal holidays, between 8:30 a.m. and
5p.m.

An informal docket may also be
examined during normal business hours
at the office of the Regional Air Traffic
Division.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
William C. Nelson, Airspace and

Obstruction Evaluation Branch (ATP-
240), Airspace—Rules and Aeronautical
Information Division, Air Traffic Rules
and Procedures Service, Federal
Aviation Administration, 800
Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20591; telephone: (202)
267-9295.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Comments Invited

Interested parties are invited to
participate in this proposed rulemaking
by submitting such written data, views,
or arguments as they may desire.
Comments that provide the factual basis
supporting the views and suggestions
presented are particularly helpful in
developing reasoned regulatory
decisions on the proposal. Comments
are specifically invited on the overall
regulatory, aeronautical, economic,
environmental, and energy-related
aspects of the proposal.
Communications should identify the
airspace docket number and be
submitted in triplicate to the address
listed above. Commenters wishing the
FAA to acknowledge receipt of their
comments on this notice must submit
with those comments a self-addressed,
stamped postcard on which the
following statement is made:
“Comments to Airspace Docket No. 94—
AWA-3.”” The postcard will be date/
time stamped and returned to the
commenter. All communications
received on or before the specified
closing date for comments will be
considered before taking action on the
proposed rule. The proposal contained
in this notice may be changed in light
of comments received. All comments
submitted will be available for
examination in the Rules Docket both
before and after the closing date for
comments. A report summarizing each
substantive public contact with FAA
personnel concerned with this
rulemaking will be filed in the docket.

Availability of NPRM’s

Any person may obtain a copy of this
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM)
by submitting a request to the Federal
Aviation Administration, Office of
Public Affairs, Attention: Public Inquiry
Center, APA-220, 800 Independence
Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20591, or
by calling (202) 267-3485.
Communications must identify the
notice number of this NPRM. Persons
interested in being placed on a mailing
list for future NPRM'’s should also
request a copy of Advisory Circular No.
11-2A, which describes the application
procedure.
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The Proposal

The FAA is considering an
amendment to part 71 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR part 71) to
modify the Class C airspace area at
Atlantic City International Airport,
Atlantic City, NJ. The proposed
modification would eliminate the 1-mile
exclusion around Nordheim Flying K
Airport due to its closure. The intended
effect of this proposal is to return this
airspace to the surface area of the
established Class C airspace area,
thereby completing the 5-mile radius
around Atlantic City. Additionally, this
proposed action would reduce
controller workload. The coordinates for
this airspace docket are North American
Datum 83. Class C airspace designations
are published in paragraph 4000 of FAA
Order 7400.9B dated July 18, 1994, and
effective September 16, 1994, which is
incorporated by reference in 14 CFR
71.1. The Class C airspace designation
listed in this document would be
subsequently published in the Order.

Regulatory Evaluation Summary

Proposed changes to Federal
regulations must undergo several
economic analyses. First, Executive
Order 12866 directs that each Federal
agency shall propose or adopt a
regulation only upon a reasoned
determination that the benefits of the
intended regulation justify its costs.
Second, the Regulatory Flexibility Act
of 1980 requires agencies to analyze the
economic effect of regulatory changes
on small entities. Third, the Office of
Management and Budget directs
agencies to assess the effect of
regulatory changes on international
trade. In conducting these analyses, the
FAA has determined that this NPRM is
not “‘a significant regulatory action” as
defined in the Executive Order and the
Department of Transportation
Regulatory Policies and Procedures.
This NPRM would not have a significant
impact on a substantial number of small
entities and would not constitute a
barrier to international trade.

This proposed rule would modify the
Class C airspace area at Atlantic City
International Airport, Atlantic City, NJ.
This proposed action would delete the
1-mile exclusion around Nordheim
Flying K Airport near Atlantic City.

Costs

The FAA has determined that the
implementation of the NPRM to modify
the Class C airspace area at Atlantic City
International Airport would result in
little cost to either the agency or aircraft
operators. The revision to aeronautical
charts to reflect the airspace
modification would be part of the
routine and periodic updating of charts.
Finally, the proposal would not cause
the FAA to incur any additional
administrative costs for either personnel
or equipment.

Benefits

The NPRM would generate benefits
for system users and the FAA primarily
in the form of air traffic control
instructions. The proposed rule would
provide additional controlled airspace
for landing and departing at the Atlantic
City International Airport.

Initial Regulatory Flexibility
Determination

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980
(RFA) was enacted by Congress to
ensure that small entities are not
unnecessarily and disproportionately
burdened by Federal regulations. The
RFA requires a Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis if a NPRM would have “‘a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.”
FAA Order 2100.14A outlines the FAA’s
procedures and criteria for
implementing the RFA. Small entities
are independently owned and operated
small businesses and small not-for-
profit organizations. A substantial
number of small entities is defined as a
number that is 11 or more and which is
more than one-third of the small entities
subject to this NPRM.

The FAA has determined that revising
the Class C airspace area at Atlantic City
International Airport would not result
in a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
This determination was made because
there are little or no costs to this
proposed rule.

International Trade Impact Assessment

This NPRM would not constitute a
barrier to international trade, including
the export of U.S. goods and services to
foreign countries and the import of
foreign goods and services into the
United States. This NPRM would not

impose costs on aircraft operators or
aircraft manufacturers in the United
States or foreign countries. The
modification of Class C airspace would
only affect U.S. terminal airspace
operating procedures at and in the
vicinity of Atlantic City, NJ. This NPRM
would not have international trade
ramifications because it is a domestic
airspace matter that would not impose
additional costs or requirements on
affected entities.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71

Airspace, Incorporation by reference,
Navigation (air).

The Proposed Amendment

In consideration of the foregoing, the
Federal Aviation Administration
proposes to amend 14 CFR part 71 as
follows:

PART 71—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 71
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. app. 1348(a), 1354(a),
1510; E.O. 10854, 24 FR 9565, 3 CFR, 1959—
1963 Comp., p. 389; 49 U.S.C. 106(g); 14 CFR
11.69.

§71.1 [Amended]

2. The incorporation by reference in
14 CFR 71.1 of the Federal Aviation
Administration Order 7400.9B, Airspace
Designations and Reporting Points,
dated July 18, 1994, and effective
September 16, 1994, is amended as
follows:

Paragraph 4000—Subpart C—Class C
Airspace
* * * * *

AEA NJ C Atlantic City International

Airport, NJ [Revised]

Atlantic City International Airport, NJ
(Lat. 39°27'27""N., long. 74°34'38"W.)
That airspace extending upward from the

surface to and including 4,100 feet MSL

within a 5-mile radius of the Atlantic City

International Airport; and that airspace

extending upward from 1,300 feet MSL to

and including 4,100 feet MSL within a 10-

mile radius of the airport.

* * * * *

Issued in Washington, DC, on April 4,
1995.
Harold W. Becker,
Manager, Airspace—Rules and Aeronautical
Information Division.

BILLING CODE 4910-13-P
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ATLANTIC CITY, NJ
CLASS C AIRSPACE AREA

(Not to be used for navigation)

ATLANTIC CITY
INTL ARPT

O

41

Graphic prepared by the

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
“-Publications Branch
(ATP-210)

[FR Doc. 95-8951 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-C
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 170
[OPP-250103; FRL-4948-5]
RIN No. 2070-AC69 and 2070-AC82

Amendments to the Worker Protection
Standard Requirements for Crop
Advisors and Training Requirements
for Agricultural Workers and Pesticide
Handlers; Notification to Secretary of
Agriculture

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).

ACTION: Notification to Secretary of
Agriculture.

SUMMARY: Notice is given that the
Administrator of EPA has forwarded to
the Secretary of Agriculture a final rule
amending the crop advisor provisions of
the Worker Protection Standard and a
final rule amending the training
requirements for workers and pesticide
handlers. These final rules are being
issued under the Federal Insecticide,
Rodenticide, and Fungicide Act
(FIFRA).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Donald Eckerman, Certification and
Training, Occupational Safety Branch
(7506C), Office of Pesticide Programs,
Environmental Protection Agency, 401
M St., SW., Washington, DC 20460.
Office location and telephone number:
Rm 1101, CM #2, 1921 Jefferson Davis
Highway, Arlington, VA., (703) 305—
7371.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant
to Section 25(a)(2)(B) of FIFRA, the
Administrator shall provide the
Secretary of Agriculture with a copy of
any final rule before publication in the
Federal Register. If the Secretary
comments in writing to the
Administrator regarding the final rule,
the Administrator shall issue for
publication in the Federal Register,
with the final rule, the comments of the
Secretary of Agriculture, if requested by
the Secretary, and the response of the
Administrator concerning the
Secretary’s comments. The
Administrator has forwarded to the
Secretary of Agriculture a copy of the
final rule amending the requirements for
training employees and a final rule
amending the requirements for crop
advisors.

The Administrator has also provided
a copy of these final rules to the
Committee on Agriculture of the House
of Representatives, and the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry of the
Senate.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 170

Administrative Practice and
Procedures, Occupational Safety and
Health, Pesticides and Pests.

Dated: April 5, 1995.

Daniel M. Barolo,
Director, Office of Pesticide Programs.

[FR Doc. 95-9167 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-F

40 CFR Part 180

[PP 2E4051/P608; FRL—4943-1]

RIN 2070-AC18

Difenoconazole; Pesticide Tolerances

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: EPA proposes to establish
import tolerances for residues of the
fungicide difenoconazole in or on the
raw agricultural commodities barley
grain, rye grain, and wheat grain at 0.1
part per million; fat, meat, and meat
byproducts of cattle, goats, hogs, horses,
poultry, and sheep and eggs at 0.05
ppm; and milk at 0.01 ppm. Ciba-Geigy
Corp. requested the proposed regulation
to establish a maximum permissible
level of the fungicide in or on the
commodities.

DATES: Comments, identified by the
document control number, [PP 2E4051/
P608], must be received on or before
May 12, 1995.

ADDRESSES: By mail, submit written
comments to: Public Response and
Program Resources Branch, Field
Operations Division (7506C), Office of
Pesticide Programs, Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M St., SW.,
Washington, DC 20460. In person, bring
comments to: Rm. 1132, CM #2, 1921
Jefferson Davis Highway, Arlington, VA
22202. Information submitted as a
comment concerning this notice may be
claimed confidential by marking any
part or all of that information as
“Confidential Business Information”
(CBI).

Information so marked will not be
disclosed except in accordance with
procedures set forth in 40 CFR part 2.

A copy of the comment that does not
contain CBI must be submitted for
inclusion in the public record.
Information not marked confidential
may be disclosed publicly by EPA
without prior notice. All written
comments will be available for public
inspection in Rm. 1132 at the address
given above, from 8 a.m. to 4 p.m.,

Monday through Friday, excluding legal
holidays.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: By
mail: Cynthia Giles-Parker, Product
Manager (PM) 22, Registration Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, 401
M St., SW., Washington, DC 20460.
Office location and telephone number:
Rm. 229, CM #2, 1921 Jefferson Davis
Hwy., Arlington, VA 22202, (703)-305-
5540; e-mail: giles-
parker.cynthia@epamail.epa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA is
proposing to establish import tolerances
for residues of the fungicide
difenoconazole, [(2S,4R)/(2R,4S))/
[(2R,4R/2S,4S)] 1-(2-[4-(4-
chlorophenoxy)-2-chlorophenyl]-4-
methyl-1,3-dioxolan-2-yl-methyl)-1H-
1,2,4-triazole, in or on the raw
agricultural commodities (RACs) barley
grain, rye grain, and wheat grain at 0.1
ppm; fat, meat, and meat byproducts
(mbyp) of cattle, goats, hogs, horses,
poultry, and sheep and eggs at 0.05
ppm; and milk at 0.01 ppm. The
proposed regulation to establish a
maximum permissible level of the
fungicide in or on this commodity was
requested in a pesticide petition (PP
2E4051) submitted by Ciba-Geigy Corp.,
P.O. Box 18300, Greensboro, NC 27419-
8300, that requested that the
Administrator, pursuant to section
408(e) of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act (FFDCA), 21 U.S.C.
346a(e), amend 40 CFR 180.475 by
establishing import tolerances for
residues of the fungicide.

The scientific data submitted in the
petition and other relevant material
have been evaluated. The toxicological
data considered in support of the
proposed tolerance include:

1. A rat acute oral study with an LDsp
of 1,453 milligrams (mg)/kilogram (kg).
2. A 13-week rat feeding study with
a no-observed-effect-level (NOEL) of 20

ppm (1 mg/kg/day).

3. A 13-week mouse feeding study
with a NOEL of 20 ppm (3.6 mg/kg/day).
4. A 26-week dog feeding study with

a NOEL of 1,000 ppm (3.3 mg/kg/day).

5. A 21-day rabbit dermal study with
a NOEL of 10 mg/kg and reduction in
body weight gain and food consumption
from exposure to doses equal to or
greater than 100 mg/kg.

6. A carcinogenicity study in mice
with a NOEL of 30 ppm (5 mg/kg/day)
and a lowest-effect-level (LEL) of 300
ppm (50 mg/kg/day) owing to
reductions in cumulative body weights.
There was limited evidence of
carcinogenicity based on the occurrence
of increased benign and/or malignant
liver tumors in males and females. The
carcinogenic effects observed are
discussed below.
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7. A rat chronic feeding/
carcinogenicity study with a NOEL of 20
ppm (1 mg/kg/day) for systemic effects
and a LEL of 500 ppm (25 mg/kg/day)
owing to reductions in cumulative body
weight gains and hepatotoxicity in
males. There was no evidence of
carcinogenicity under conditions of the
study.

8. A l-year dog chronic feeding study
with a NOEL of 100 ppm (3.5 mg/kg/
day); the LEL was 500 ppm (18 mg/kg/
day) owing to reduction in food
consumption and increase in alkaline
phosphatase in males at high dose.

9. A two generation reproduction
study in rats with a parental and
reproductive NOEL of 25 ppm (1.25 mg/
kg/day) and an LEL of 250 ppm (12.5
mg/kg/day) owing to reduction of
female body weight gain and significant
reductions in male pup weight at day
21.

10. A developmental toxicity study in
rabbits with a maternal NOEL of 25 mg/
kg and an LEL of 75 mg/kg/day owing
to decreased body weight, death of one
doe and abortion, and a developmental
NOEL of 25 mg/kg, and an LEL of 75
mg/kg owing to increased
postimplantation loss and resorptions
and significantly decreased fetal weight.

11. A developmental toxicity study in
rats with a maternal NOEL of 16 mg/kg
and an LEL of 85 mg/kg owing to excess
salivation, and decreased body weight
gain and food consumption, and a
developmental NOEL of 85 mg/kg/day,
and an LEL of 171 mg/kg owing to
increase bifid or unilateral ossification
of thoracic vertebrate, increased average
number of ossified hyoid, and decrease
in average number of sternal centers of
ossification.

12. A microbial gene mutation study
and an unscheduled DNA synthesis in
rat hepatocyte study were both negative.
An in vivo micronucleus assay/
chromosomal analysis study showed no
increase in micronucleated
polychromatic erythrocytes at any dose
tested.

13. A rat metabolism study showed
that difenoconazole was adequately
absorbed and mainly eliminated via the
bile. No evidence of bioaccumulation in
any tissue was noted.

The Health Effects Division,
Carcinogenicity Peer Review
Committee, has concluded that the
available data provide limited evidence
of the carcinogenicity of difenoconazole
in mice and has classified
difenoconazole as a Group C (possible
human carcinogen with limited
evidence of carcinogenicity in animals)
in accordance with Agency guidelines,
published in the Federal Register in
1986 (51 FR 33992; Sept. 24, 1986) and

recommended that quantitative risk
assessment is not appropriate for the
following reasons:

1. The carcinogenic response
observed with this chemical,
statistically significant increases in
hepatocellular adenomas, carcinomas,
and combined adenomas/carcinomas in
both sexes of CD-1 mice, occurred only
at doses considered to be excessively
high for carcinogenicity testing.

2. There were no apparent tumor
increases in either sex in Sprague-
Dawley rats at dietary levels up to 2,500
ppm. .
3. Difenoconazole was not mutagenic
in three well conducted genotoxic
assays.

Based on this evidence, EPA
concludes that difenoconazole poses at
most a negligible cancer risk to humans
and that for purposes of risk
characterization the Reference Dose
(RfD) and Margin of Exposure (MOE)
approaches should be use for
quantification of human risk. In a spring
wheat processing study, no residues
were detected in grain or any processed
fraction. Therefore, food/feed additive
tolerances are not needed in
conjunction with this use on barley, rye,
and wheat.

Using a 100-fold safety factor and the
NOEL of 1 mg/kg/day determined from
the rat chronic feeding study (the most
sensitive species), the Reference Dose
RfD is 0.01 mg/kg/day. The theoretical
maximum residue contribution (TMRC)
from the established and proposed
tolerances is 0.00042 mg/kg/day and
utilizes 4 percent of the RfD for the
overall U.S. population. For exposure of
the most highly exposed subgroups in
the population, children (ages 1 to 6
years old) and nonnursing infants (less
than 1 year old), the TMRC is 0.000947
mg/kg/day and 0.000960 mg/kg/day and
utilizes 9 and 10 percent of the RfD,
respectively.

The dietary acute exposure MOE for
developmental toxicity effects was
calculated to be 62,500 for high
exposure in the females 13+ subgroup.
For substances whose acute NOEL is
based on animal studies, the Agency is
not generally concerned unless the MOE
is below 100.

The metabolism of difenoconazole in
plants is adequately understood. The
tolerances established for milk, eggs,
meat, fat, and meat byproducts will
cover any dietary exposure from
secondary residues in these RACs.
There are currently no actions pending
against the continued registration of this
chemical.

An adequate analytical method, gas
chromatography with nitrogen
phosphorous detection, is available for

enforcement purposes. Because of the
long lead time from establishing these
tolerances to publication of the
enforcement methodology in the
Pesticide Analytical Manual, Vol. Il, the
analytical methodology is being made
available in the interim to anyone
interested in pesticide enforcement
when requested from: Calvin Furlow,
Public Information Branch, Field
Operations Division (7506C), Office of
Pesticide Programs, Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M St., SW.,
Washington, DC 20460. Office location
and telephone number: Rm. 242, CM #2,
1921 Jefferson Davis Hwy., Arlington,
VA 22202, (703-305-4432).

Based on the information and data
considered, the Agency has determined
that the tolerance established by
amending 40 CFR part 180 would
protect the public health. Therefore, it is
proposed that the tolerance be
established as set forth below.

Any person who has registered or
submitted an application for registration
of a pesticide, under the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act (FIFRA) as amended, which
contains any of the ingredients listed
herein, may request within 30 days after
publication of this document in the
Federal Register that this rulemaking
proposal be referred to an Advisory
Committee in accordance with section
408(e) of the FFDCA.

Interested persons are invited to
submit written comments on the
proposed regulation. Comments must
bear a notation indicating the document
control number, [PP 2E4051/P608]. All
written comments filed in response to
this petition will be available in the
Public Response and Program Resources
Branch, at the address given above, from
8 a.m. to 4 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except legal holidays.

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR
51735, Oct. 4, 1993), the Agency must
determine whether the regulatory action
is “‘significant” and therefore subject to
all the requirements of the Executive
Order (i.e., Regulatory Impact Analysis,
review by the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB)). Under section 3(f), the
order defines “‘significant” as those
actions likely to lead to a rule (1) having
an annual effect on the economy of $100
million or more, or adversely and
materially affecting a sector of the
economy, productivity, competition,
jobs, the environment, public health or
safety, or State, local, or tribal
governments or communities (also
known as ““economically significant™);
(2) creating serious inconsistency or
otherwise interfering with an action
taken or planned by another agency; (3)
materially altering the budgetary
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impacts of entitlement, grants, user fees,
or loan programs; or (4) raising novel
legal or policy issues arising out of legal
mandates, the President’s priorities, or
the principles set forth in this Executive
Order.

Pursuant to the terms of this
Executive Order, EPA has determined
that this rule is not “significant” and is
therefore not subject to OMB review.

Pursuant to the requirements of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96-
354, 94 Stat. 1164, 5 U.S.C. 601-612),
the Administrator has determined that
regulations establishing new tolerances
or raising tolerance levels or
establishing exemptions from tolerance
requirements do not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. A certification
statement to this effect was published in
the Federal Register of May 4, 1981 (46
FR 24950).

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 180

Environmental protection,
Administrative practice and procedure,
Agricultural commodities, Pesticides
and pests, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Dated: March 28, 1995.

James J. Jones,
Acting Director, Registration Division, Office
of Pesticide Programs.

Therefore, it is proposed that 40 CFR
part 180 be amended as follows:

PART 180—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 180
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 21 U.S.C. 346a and 371.

2.1n §180.475, by adding new
paragraph (c), to read as follows:

§180.475 Difenoconazole; tolerances for
residues.

* * * *

*

(c) Tolerances are established for
difenoconazole, [(2S,4R)/(2R,4S)]/
[(2R,4R/2S,4S)] 1-(2-[4-(4-
chlorophenoxy)-2-chlorophenyl]-4-
methyl-1,3-dioxolan-2-yl-methyl)-1H-
1,2,4-triazole, in or on the following raw
agricultural commodities:

Commodity Pﬁ]ritlﬁopner
Barley, graint 0.1
Cattle, fat .......... 0.05
Cattle, meat ... 0.05
Cattle, mbyp 0.05
EQOS e 0.05
Goats, fat ....... 0.05
Goats, meat ... 0.05
Goats, mbyp .. 0.05
Hogs, fat ........ 0.05
Hogs, mbyp 0.05

. Parts per
Commodity miIIiopn
Horses, fat ........cccccevveineeinnnnn. 0.05
Horses, meat .... 0.05
Horses, mbyp ... 0.05
MilK o 0.01
Poultry, fat ........ 0.05
Poultry, meat .... 0.05
Poultry, mbyp .... 0.05
Rye, grain® ........ 0.1
Sheep, fat ......... 0.05
Sheep, meat 0.05
Sheep, mbyp .... 0.05
Wheat, grain 0.1

1 There are no U.S. registrations as of April
12, 1995 for use on barley and rye.

[FR Doc. 95-8728 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-F

40 CFR Part 180
[OPP-300384; FRL—4945-7]
RIN 2070-AC18

Oleyl Alcohol; Tolerance Exemption

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document proposes that
oleyl alcohol (CAS Reg. No. 143-28-2) be
exempted from the requirement of a
tolerance when used as a cosolvent in
pesticide formulations applied to
growing crops or to raw agricultural
commodities after harvest. Henckel
Corp., Emery Group, requested this
proposed regulation.

DATES: Comments, identified by the
document control number [OPP-
300384], must be received on or before
May 12, 1995.

ADDRESSES: By mail, submit written
comments to: Public Response and
Program Resources Branch, Field
Operations Division (7506C), Office of
Pesticide Programs, Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M St., SW.,
Washington, DC 20460. In person,
deliver comments to: Rm. 1132, Crystal
Mall, Building #2, 1921 Jefferson Davis
Hwy., Arlington, VA 22202.

Information submitted as a comment
concerning this document may be
claimed confidential by marking any
part of all of that information as
“Confidential Business Information”
(CBI). Information so marked will not be
disclosed except in accordance with
procedures set forth in 40 CFR part 2.
A copy of the comment that does not
contain CBI must be submitted for
inclusion in the public record.
Information not marked confidential
will be included in the public docket by
the EPA without prior notice. The

public docket is available for public
inspection in Rm. 1132 at the address
given above, from 8 a.m. to 4 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, excluding legal
holidays.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: By
mail: Amelia M. Acierto, Registration
Support Branch, Registration Division
(7505W), Office of Pesticide Programs,
Environmental Protection Agency, 401
M St., SW., Washington, DC 20460.
Office location and telephone number:
2800 Crystal Drive, North Tower,
Arlington, VA 22202, (703)-308-8375; e-
mail: Acierto.Amelia@epamail.epa.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Henkel
Corp., Emery Group, 4900 Este Ave.,
Cincinnati, OH 45232-1491, submitted
pesticide petition (PP) 4E4335 to EPA
requesting that the Administrator,
pursuant to section 408(e) of the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, 21 U.S.C.
346a(e), propose to amend 40 CFR
180.1001(c) by establishing an
exemption from the requirement of a
tolerance for oleyl alcohol when used as
a cosolvent in pesticide formulations
applied to growing crops and raw
agricultural commodities after harvest.

Inert ingredients are all ingredients
that are not active ingredients as defined
in 40 CFR 153.125, and include, but are
not limited to, the following types of
ingredients (except when they have a
pesticidal efficacy of their own):
solvents such as alcohols and
hydrocarbons; surfactants such as
polyoxyethylene polymers and fatty
acids; carriers such as clay and
diatomaceous earth; thickeners such as
carrageenan and modified cellulose;
wetting, spreading, and dispersing
agents; propellants in aerosol
dispensers; microencapsulating agents;
and emulsifiers. The term “inert” is not
intended to imply nontoxicity; the
ingredient may or may not be
chemically active.

The data submitted in the petition
and other relevant material have been
evaluated. As part of the EPA policy
statement on inert ingredients published
in the Federal Register of April 22, 1987
(52 FR 13305), the Agency established
data requirements which will be used to
evaluate the risks posed by the presence
of an inert ingredient in a pesticide
formulation. Exemptions from some or
all of the requirements may be granted
if it can be determined that the inert
ingredient will present minimal or no
risk. The Agency has decided that the
data normally required to support the
proposed tolerance exemption for oleyl
alcohol will not need to be submitted.
The rationale for this decision is
described below:
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1. Available data demonstrate that
oleyl alcohol is no more than slightly
toxic to mammals, fish, and aquatic
invertebrates.

2. Oleyl alcohol is found in fish oils
and one of its uses is as a carrier for
medicaments. Anticipated residues of
oleyl alcohol at the proposed level of
use are expected to be of little or no
toxicological significance.

3. Oleyl alcohol is approved by the
Food and Drug Administration for use
as a component of paper and
paperboard under 21 CFR 176.170, as
defoaming agent under 21 CFR 176.210,
and as a component of animal glue
under 21 CFR 178.3120.

Based upon the above information
and review of its use, the Agency does
not believe that a potential for
significant hazard exists when used in
accordance with good agricultural
practice. The Agency believes and that
this ingredient is useful and a tolerance
is not necessary to protect the public
health. Therefore, EPA proposes that the
exemption from the requirement of a
tolerance be established as set forth
below.

Any person who has registered or
submitted an application for registration

Act (FIFRA) as amended, which
contains any of the ingredients listed
herein, may request within 30 days after
publication of this document in the
Federal Register that this rulemaking
proposal be referred to an Advisory
Committee in accordance with section
408(e) of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act.

Interested persons are invited to
submit written comments on the
proposed regulation. Comments must
bear a notation indicating the document
control number, [OPP-300384]. All
written comments filed in response to
this petition will be available in the
Public Response and Program Resources
Branch, at the address given above from
8 a.m. to 4 p.m. Monday through Friday,
except legal holidays.

The Office of Management and Budget
has exempted this rule from the
requirements of section 3 of Executive
Order 12866.

Pursuant to the requirements of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96-
354 Stat. 1164, 5 U.S.C. 601-612), the
Administrator has determined that
regulations establishing new tolerances
or raising tolerance levels or
establishing exemptions from tolerance

number of small entities. A certification
statement to this effect was published in
the Federal Register of May 4, 1981 (46

FR 24950).

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 180

Environmental protection,
Administrative practice and procedure,
Agricultural commodities, Pesticides
and pests, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Dated: March 29, 1995.

James J. Jones,
Acting Director, Registration Division, Office
of Pesticide Programs.

Therefore, it is proposed that 40 CFR
part 180 be amended as follows:

PART 180—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 180
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 21 U.S.C. 346a and 371.

2. Section 180.1001(c) is amended in
the table therein by adding and
alphabetically inserting the inert
ingredient, to read as follows:

§180.1001 Exemptions from the
requirements of a tolerance.

of a pesticide, under the Federal requirements do not have a significant * * * * *
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide economic impact on a substantial (c)* * =
Inert ingredients Limits Uses
Oleyl alcohol (CAS Reg. N0 143-28-2) ......cccevvuvvrnenne 15% oo Cosolvent
* * * * * * *
* * * * *

[FR Doc. 95-8730 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-F

40 CFR Part 180
[PP 8F3671/P610; FRL—4945-3]
RIN 2070-AC18

Alachlor; Pesticide Tolerance

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document proposes to
establish an increased tolerance for
residues of the herbicide alachlor (2-
chloro-2’,6’-dimethyl-N-
(methoxymethyl) acetanilide) and its
metabolites in or on the raw agricultural
commodity (RAC) sorghum forage at 2.0
parts per million (ppm). The Monsanto

Co. requested the establishment of this
maximum permissible residue of the
herbicide.

DATES: Comments, identified by the
document control number [PP 8F3671/
P610], must be received on or before
May 12, 1995.

ADDRESSES: By mail, submit written
comments to: Public Response and
Program Resources Branch, Field
Operations Division (7506C), Office of
Pesticide Programs, Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M St., SW.,
Washington, DC 20460. In person, bring
comments to Rm. 1132, CM #2, 1921
Jefferson-Davis Hwy., Arlington, VA
22202. Information submitted as a
comment concerning this document
may be claimed confidential by marking
any part or all of that information as
“Confidential Business Information”
(CBI). Information so marked will not be
disclosed except in accordance with

procedures set forth in 40 CFR part 2.
A copy of the comment that does not
contain CBI must be submitted for
inclusion in the public record.
Information not marked confidential
may be disclosed publicly by EPA
without prior notice. All written
comments will be available for public
inspection in Rm. 1132 at the address
given above, from 8 a.m. to 4 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, excluding legal
holidays.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: By
mail, Robert J. Taylor, Product Manager
(PM 25), Registration Division (7505C),
Office of Pesticide Programs,
Environmental Protection Agency, 401
M St., SW., Washington, DC 20460.
Office location and telephone number:
Rm. 241, CM #2, 1921 Jefferson Davis
Hwy., Arlington, VA 22202, (703)-305-
6800; e-mail:
taylor.robert@epamail.epa.gov.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA
issued a notice in the Federal Register
of October 12, 1988 (53 FR 39785), that
announced that the Monsanto Co., 1101
17th St., NW., Washington, DC 20036,
proposed amending 40 CFR 180.249 by
establishing a regulation under section
408 of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act (FFDCA), 21 U.S.C. 3464,
to permit the residues of the herbicide
alachlor (2-chloro-2’,6’-dimethyl-N-
(methoxymethyl) acetanilide) and its
metabolites in or on sorghum forage at
2.0 parts per million (ppm) (pesticide
petition (PP) 8F3671). This increased
tolerance was necessary because review
of additional data submitted in response
to reregistration indicated that the
current tolerance of 1.0 for sorghum
forage was not adequate and needed to
be increased. EPA issued a notice in the
Federal Register of March 23, 1989 (54
FR 12010), which announced that the
Monsanto Co. proposed amending 40
CFR parts 185 and 186 by establishing
a regulation under section 409 of the
FFDCA, 21 U.S.C. 348, permitting
residues of the herbicide alachlor in or
on sorghum milling fractions at 0.5
ppm, sorghum milling fractions (except
germ) at 0.3 ppm, and sorghum germ at
0.5 ppm (food/feed additive (FAP)
9H5576).

No comments were received in
response to these notices of filing.

During the course of its review, the
Agency determined that the food/feed
additive tolerances for sorghum milling
fractions and sorghum germ were not
needed and that there is no current
evidence of use of sorghum milling
fractions as a human food and very
limited evidence of use of soghum
milling fractions as livestock feed. The
petitioner subsequently withdrew FAP
No. 9H5576. Because it has been longer
than 5 years since the original proposal,
the tolerance of 2.0 ppm for sorghum
forage is being proposed for 30 days
following the date of publication in the
Federal Register to allow for public
comment.

The data submitted in the petition
and other relevant material have been
evaluated. The pesticide is considered
useful for the purpose for which the
tolerance is sought. The toxicological
data listed below were considered in
support of the proposed tolerance.

1. Several acute toxicology studies
place technical alachlor in acute toxicity
category IV for primary eye and dermal
irritation and, acute toxicity category Il
for acute oral, dermal, and inhalation.

2. A l-year feeding study with dogs
fed dose levels of 0, 1, 3, and 10
milligrams/kilograms/day (mg/kg/day)
with a no-observed effect level (NOEL)
of 1.0 mg/kg/day based on hemosiderin

storage in kidney and spleen in males at
10 mg/kg.

3. A 2-year chronic feeding/
carcinogenicity study in rats fed
epichlorohydrin-free alachlor at dose
levels of 0, 0.5, 2.5, and 15 mg/kg/day
with a NOEL for nonneoplastic toxicity
at 2.5 mg/kg/day based on ocular lesions
and hepatoxicity at 10 mg/kg/day.
Carcinogenic effects included a nasal
turbinate tumor in females at 2.5 mg/kg/
day, significant increases in nasal
turbinate tumors in both males and
females at 15 mg/kg/day (highest dose
tested (HDT)) and a significant increase
in thymus lymphosarcomas and adrenal
pheochromocytomas in high-dose
females.

4. A second chronic feeding/
carcinogenic study with rats fed
alachlor, with epichlorohydrin, at dose
levels of 0, 14, 42, and 126 mg/kg/day
with a systemic NOEL of less than 14
mg/kg/day based on ocular lesions and
hepatotoxicity at 14 mg/kg/day.
Carcinogenic effects included increased
number of nasal turbinate tumor in
males and females at 42 mg/kg/day and
mg/kg/day, an increase in stomach
tumors in both sexes at 126 mg/kg/day,
and an increase in thyroid follicular
tumors in males at 126 mg/kg/day
(HDT).

5. A special chronic feeding study in
rats fed a dose level of 126 mg/kg/day.
Ocular lesions, mainly, the uveal
degeneration syndrome (UDS) occurred
in 100% of the animals at the end of the
study. This syndrome was irreversible
once it began. Alachlor was a positive
oncogen with increased nasal turbinate
tumors, stomach tumors, and thyroid
tumors.

6. An 18-month carcinogenicity study
in mice fed dose levels of 0, 26, 78, and
260 mg/kg/day with carcinogenic effects
(increased lung bronchiolaraveolar
tumors in females at 260 mg/kg/day).

7. A three-generation reproduction
study with rats fed dose levels of 0, 3,
10, 11, and 30 mg/kg/day with a
reproductive NOEL of 10 mg/kg/day
based on kidney effects in F2 and F3
pups at 30 mg/kg/day (HDT).

8. A developmental toxicity study in
rats fed dose levels of 0, 50, 150, and
400 mg/kg/day with a developmental
toxicity equal to a greater than 400 mg/
kg/day with a fetotoxic NOEL of 150
mg/kg/day based on an increase in post-
implantation loss and a slight decrease
in mean number of viable fetuses at 400
mg/kg/day . The maternal toxicity NOEL
for this study is 150 mg/kg/day based on
soft stools, hair loss, anogenital staining,
and death at 400 mg/kg/day.

9. A developmental toxicity study in
rabbits fed doses of 50, 100, and 150
mg/kg/day with a developmental NOEL

greater than 150 mg/kg/day greater than
150 mg/kg/day. The maternal NOEL was
100 mg/kg/day based on reduced body
weight gain.

10. Mutagenicity studies include
several Ames Tests. Alachlor and its
metabolites were negative in four Ames
assays with Salmonella with and
without S9 activation at 0.1 to 10 mg/
plate. Two metabolites of alachlor were
positive in an Ames test with and
without S9 activation at 0.01 to 10 mg/
plate. Bile from alachlor-treated rates
did not induce a mutagenic response
towards Salmonella strains TA98,
TA100, TA1535, and TA1537. Other
mutagenicity tests include DNA
damage/repair in rat positive for UDS at
the HDT = LDs at the 4 doses tested (50,
200, and 1,000 mg/kg)—weakly
genotoxic; gene mutation in CHO/
HGPRT—negative, and in vivo bone
marrow chromosome aberration assay—
negative.

Alachlor has been classified as a B>
carcinogen—*‘Probable Human
Carcinogen” by the Agency. Alachlor
met all but one of the criteria specified
for the B; classification. Alachlor
produced an increased incidence of
nasal turbinate tumors (mostly benign)
at the mid and high doses, in both sexes,
thyroid follicular tumors in male rats
and malignant stomach tumors in male
and female rats in Long-Evans rats in
three different experiments at more than
one dose level via dietary
administration. Alachlor also produced
a statistically significant increase in
lung tumors in female CD-1 mice at two
dose levels. In another experiment with
Long-Evans rats, nasal turbinate tumors
occurred only 5 to 6 months after
exposure. The tumor incidence was as
high at 50% and tumor site was
unusual, i.e., not an increase of normal
high background tumor type. A
metabolite of alachlor was mutagenic in
the Ames Test at 6 dose levels, and
alachlor is structurally similar to
acetochlor and metolachlor, two other
known carcinogens. A detailed
discussion of the Agency’s classification
of alachlor as a B, carcinogen was
published in the Federal Register of
December 31, 1987 (52 FR 49480). The
publication was entitled “Alachlor,
Notice of Intent to Cancel Registrations,
Conclusion of Special Review.”

For the purpose of risk
characterization of alachlor, the use of
the linearized multi-stage model, as
recommended to EPA’s Carcinogenic
Risk Assessment Guidelines, was
applied to the rat oncogenicity data
discussed above. As a result, the cancer
potency value for alachlor, known as the
“Q*1”, was calculated to be 8 X 10-2 or
0.08 (mg/kg/day)-1. Refer to the
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document published in the Federal
Register of December 31, 1987 (54 FR
49484) for details.

The reference dose (RFD) based on a
NOEL of 1.0 mg/kg/day (1-year feeding
study in dogs) and an uncertainty factor
of 100 was calculated to be 0.01 mg/kg/
day. The theoretical maximum residue
contribution (TMRC) for the overall U.
S. population from published and
proposed uses recommended through
reregistration is 0.000532 mg/kg/day or
5.3% of the RfD. For the most highly
exposed subgroup, nonnursing infants
less than 1 year old, the published and
proposed use recommended through
reregistration is 0.002184 mg/kg/day or
21.8% of the RfD. The current action of
increasing the tolerance on sorghum
forage to 2.0 does not contribute any
additional TMRC or utilize additional
RfD because sorghum forage is not a
human food and current tolerances in
livestock commodities will not be
exceeded as a result of the proposed
increase in the tolerance for sorghum
forage.

Refinements in residue and percent-
crop treated information were
considered in calculating the
Anticipated Residue Contribution (ARC)
for the same population groups above.
The ARC is considered the more
accurate estimate of dietary exposure.
These exposure estimates were then
compared to the RfD for alachlor to get
estimates of chronic dietary risk. The
ARC for the overall U. S. population for
published tolerances is 1.3 X 10-5 or
0.1% of the RfD. For the most highly
exposed subgroup, nonnursing infants,
the ARC is 5.4 X 10-5 or less than 1%
of the RfD. The current action does not
contribute additional ARC or utilize
additional RfD. Other tolerances
proposed by reregistration result in an
ARC of 4.0 X 10-6 mg/kg/day or 0.04%
of the RfD for the overall U.S.
population and an ARC of 5.3 X 10-5
mg/kg/day or 0.5% of the RfD for
nonnursing infants, less than 1 year old.

Based on a Q*1 of 0.08 (mg/kg/day)-1
the upper-bound cancer risk was
calculated to be 1.4 X 10-6 and
contributed through all published and
proposed uses for alachlor. The current
action for sorghum forage contributes no
additional risks.

There are currently no regulations
against the registration of this chemical
for use on sorghum forage. Even though
alachlor is classified as a probable
human carcinogen, EPA believes the
establishment of this tolerance will not
pose an unreasonable risk to humans as
a result of dietary exposure.

The pesticide is useful for the
purposes for which tolerances are
sought. The nature of the residues is

adequately understood for the purposes
of establishing tolerances. Adequate
analytical methods (high-pressure liquid
chromatography and gas
chromatography) are available for
enforcement purposes (PAM II, Method
).

Based on the information considered
by the Agency, the Agency has
determined that when used in
accordance with good agricultural
practice, this ingredient is useful and
that the tolerance established by
amending 40 CFR part 180 would
protect the public health. It is proposed,
therefore, that the tolerance be
established as set forth below.

Any person who has registered or
submitted an application for registration
of a pesticide, under the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act (FIFRA) as amended, which
contains any of the ingredients listed
herein, may request within 30 days after
publication of this document in the
Federal Register that this rulemaking
proposal be referred to an Advisory
Committee in accordance with section
408(e) of the Federal Food, Drug and
Cosmetic Act.

Interested persons are invited to
submit written comments on the
proposed regulation. Comments must
bear a notation indicating the document
control number, [PP 8F3671/P610]. All
written comments filed in response to
this petition will be available in the
Public Response and Program Resources
Branch, at the address given above from
8 a.m. to 4 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except legal holidays.

The Office of Management and Budget
has exempted this rule from the
requirements of section 3 of Executive
Order 12866. Pursuant to the
requirements of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96-354, 94 Stat
1164, 5 U.S.C. 601-612), the
Administrator has determined that
regulations establishing new tolerances
or raising tolerance levels or
establishing exemptions from tolerance
requirements do not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. A certification
statement to this effect was published in
the Federal Register of May 4, 1981 (46
FR 24950).

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 180

Environmental protection,
Administrative practice and procedure,
Agricultural commodities, Pesticides
and pests, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Dated: March 30, 1995.

Stephen L. Johnson,
Director, Registration Division, Office of
Pesticide Programs.

Therefore, it is proposed that 40 CFR
part 180 be amended as follows:

PART 180—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 180
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 21 U.S.C. 346a and 371.

2. In §180.249, by amending the table
therein by revising the entry for
sorghum forage, to read as follows:

§180.249 Alachlor; tolerances for
residues.

* * * * *
Commodity Parts per
million
* * * * *
Sorghum, forage ........cccccevvennes 2.0
* * * * *

[FR Doc. 95-8729 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-F

40 CFR Parts 180 and 186

[PP 8F3646 and FAP 8H5558/P611; FRL—
4947-3]

RIN 2070-AC18

Sethoxydim; Pesticide Tolerance and
Feed Additive Regulation

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: EPA proposes to increase the
established pesticide tolerance for the
combined residues of the herbicide
sethoxydim (2-[1-(ethoxyimino)butyl]-5-
[2-(ethylthio)propyl]-3-hydroxy-2-
cyclohexen-1-one) and its metabolites
containing the 2-cyclohexen-1-one
moiety (calculated as the herbicide) in
or on the raw agricultural commodity
sugar beet roots to 1.0 part per million
(ppm) and to increase the established
feed additive regulation on the animal
feed commodity sugarbeet molasses to
10.0 ppm. The BASF Corp. requested
these regulations to establish the
maximum permissible levels for
residues of the pesticide in or on the
above commodities.

DATES: Comments, identified by the
document control number, [PP 8F3646
and FAP 8H5558/P611], must appear on
or before May 12, 1995.

ADDRESSES: By mail, submit written
comments to: Public Response and
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Program Resources Branch, Field
Operations Division (7506C), Office of
Pesticide Programs, Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M St., SW,
Washington, DC 20460. In person, bring
comments to: Rm. 1132, CM #2, 1921
Jefferson Davis Hwy., Arlington, VA
22202.

Information submitted as a comment
concerning this document may be
claimed confidential by marking any
part or all of that information as
“Confidential Business Information”
(CBI). Information so marked will not be
disclosed except in accordance with
procedures set forth in 40 CFR part 2.

A copy of the comment that does not
contain CBI must be submitted for
inclusion in the public record.
Information not marked confidential
may be disclosed publicly by EPA
without prior notice. All written
comments will be available for public
inspection in Rm. 1132 at the address
given above, from 8 a.m. to 4 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, excluding legal
holidays.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: By
mail, Robert J. Taylor, Product Manager
(PM-25), Registration Division (7505C),
Office of Pesticide Programs,
Environmental Protection Agency, 401
M St., SW., Washington, DC 20460.
Office location and telephone number:
Rm 241, CM #2, 1921 Jefferson Davis
Hwy., Arlington, VA 22202, (703)-305-
6027; e-mail:
taylor.robert@epamail.epa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA
issued notices, published in the Federal
Register of October 12, 1988 (53 FR
39783 and 39785), which announced
that BASF Corp., P.O. Box 13528,
Research Triangle Park, NC 27709-3528,
had submitted pesticide petition (PP)
8F3646 and a feed additive petition
(FAP) 8H5558 to EPA. Pesticide petition
8F3646 requests that the Administrator,
pursuant to section 408(d) of the Federal
Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act (FFDCA),
21 U.S.C. 346a(d), amend 40 CFR part
180 by establishing a tolerance for the
combined residues of the herbicide
sethoxydim (2-[1-ethoxyimino)butyl]-5-
[2-(ethylthio)propyl]-3-hydroxy-2-
cyclohexen-1-one) and its metabolites
containing the 2-cyclohexen-1-one
moiety (calculated as the herbicide)) in
or on the raw agricultural commodity
(RAC) sugarbeet roots at 1.0 part per
million (ppm). Feed additive petition
8H5558 requests that the Administrator,
pursuant to section 409(e) of FFDCA (21
U.S.C. 348), amend 40 CFR part 186 by
establishing a feed additive regulation
for the combined residues of the
herbicide sethoxydim and its
metabolites containing the 2-

cyclohexen-1-one moiety (calculated as
the herbicide) in or on the animal feed
sugar beet molasses at 5.0 ppm.

There were no comments or requests
for referral to an advisory committed
received in response to these notices.

The petitioner subsequently amended
the notice for FAP 8H5558 by
submitting a revised Section F
proposing to increase the established
feed additive regulation to permit
residues of sethoxydim in the animal
feed sugar beet molasses at 10.0 ppm.
Because the 10.0 ppm has not been
proposed previously and because it has
been longer than 5 years since the
original proposal, the tolerances of 1.0
ppm on sugar beet roots and 10.0 ppm
on sugar beet molasses are being
proposed for 30 days to allow for public
comment.

The information submitted in the
petitions and other relevant material
have been evaluated. The pesticide is
useful for the purpose for which the
tolerances are sought. The toxicological
data and other information considered
in support of PP 8F3646 and FAP
8H5558 are discussed in the final rule
referring to pesticide petitions (PP)
9F3855, 2F4121, and 4F4413, which
appears elsewhere in the “Rules and
Regulations” section of this issue of the
Fedral Register.

The reference dose (RfD) based on a
NOEL of 8.86 mg/kg/day in the 1-year
feeding study in dogs and an
uncertainty factor of 100 was calculated
to be 0.09 mg/kg bwt/ day. The
theoretical maximum residue
contribution (TMRC) for existing
tolerances for the overall U.S.
population is 0.032904 mg/kg bwt/day
or 36.5% of the RfD. The current action
will increase the TMRC by 0.000299
mg/kg bwt/day. These tolerances and
previously established tolerances utilize
36.8% of the RfD for the overall U.S.
population. For U.S. subgroup
populations, nonnursing infants and
children aged 1 to 6, the current action
and previously established tolerances
utilize, respectively, a total of 63.136
and 74.318% of the RfD, assuming that
residue levels are at the established
tolerances and that 100% of the crop is
treated.

Based on the information and the data
considered, the Agency has determined
that the tolerances established by
amending 40 CFR part 180 would
protect the public health, and the
establishment of a feed additive
regulation by amending 40 CFR part 186
would be safe. Therefore, it is proposed
that they be established as set forth
below.

Any person who has registered or
submitted an application for registration

of a pesticide under the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act, as amended, which contains any of
the ingredients listed herein, may
request within 30 days after publication
of this document in the Federal Register
that this rulemaking proposal as it
relates to the section 408 tolerance be
referred to an Advisory Committee in
accordance with section 408(e) of the
FFDCA.

Interested persons are invited to
submit written comments on the
proposed regulation. Comments must
bear a notation indicating the document
control number [PP 8F3646 and FAP
8H5558/P611]. All written comments
filed in response to these petitions will
be available in the Public Response and
Program Resources Branch, at the
address given above from 8 a.m. to 4
p.m., Monday through Friday, except
legal holidays.

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR
51735, Oct. 4, 1993), the Agency must
determine whether the regulatory action
is “‘significant” and therefore subject to
all the requirements of the Executive
Order, i.e., Regulatory Impact Analysis,
review by the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB). Under section 3(f), the
order defines “‘significant’” as those
actions likely to lead to a rule (1) having
an annual effect of the economy of $100
million or more, or adversely and
materially affecting a sector of the
economy, productivity, competition,
jobs, the environment, public health or
safety, or State, local, or tribal
governments or communities (also
known as “economically significant’);
(2) creating serious inconsistency or
otherwise interfering with an action
taken or planned by another agency; (3)
materially altering the budgetary
impacts of entitlement, grants, user fees,
or loan programs; or (4) raising novel
legal or policy issues arising out of legal
mandates, the President's priorities, or
the principles set forth in this Executive
Order.

Pursuant to the terms of this
Executive Order, EPA has determined
that this rule is not “significant” and is
therefore not subject to OMB review.

Pursuant to the requirements of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96-
354, 94 Stat. 1164, 5 U.S.C. 601-612),
the Administrator has determined that
regulations establishing new tolerances
or raising tolerance levels or
establishing exemptions from tolerance
requirements, or establishing or raising
food/feed additive regulations do not
have a significant economic impact on
a substantial number of small entities. A
certification statement to this effect was
published in the Federal Register of
May 4, 1981 (46 FR 24950).
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List of Subjects in 40 CFR Parts 180 and
186

Environmental protection,
Administrative practice and procedure,
Agricultural commodities, Feed
additives, Pesticides and pests,
Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Dated: March 30, 1995.

Stephen L. Johnson,

Director, Registration Division, Office of
Pesticide Programs.

Therefore, it is proposed that chapter
I of title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations be amended as follows:

PART 180—[AMENDED]

1. In part 180:
a. The authority citation for part 180
continues to read as follow:

Authority: 21 U.S.C. 346a and 371.

b. In §180.412(a), by amending the
table therein by revising the entry for
sugar beet, roots, to read as follows:

§180.412 2-[1-(Ethoxyimino)butyl]-5-[2-
(ethylthio)propyl]-3-hydroxy-2-cyclohexen-
1-one; tolerances for residues.

(a) * * *
Commodity Prﬁirlt”gre]:r
* * * * *
Sugar beet, roots .........cccceeenns 1.0
* * * * *

* * * * *

PART 186—[AMENDED]

2. In part 186:

a. The authority citation for part 186
continues to read follows:

Authority: 21 U.S.C. 348.

b. In §186.2800, by revising the
section heading and introductory text
and by amending the table therein by
revising the entry for sugar beet
molasses, to read as follows:

§186.2800 2-[1-(Ethoxyimino)butyl]-5-[2-
(ethylthio)propyl]-3-hydroxy-2-cyclohexen-
1-one.

Tolerances are established for the
combined residues of the herbicide 2-[1-
(ethoxyimino)butyl]-5-[2-
(ethylthio)propyl]-3-hydroxy-2-
cyclohexen-1-one and its metabolites
containing the 2-cyclohexen-1-one
moiety (calculated as the herbicide) in
or on the following commodities:

Part per
Food million
* * * * *
Sugar beet molasses ................ 10.0
* * * * *

[FR Doc. 95-8732 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-F

40 CFR Parts 180, 185, and 186

[PP 9F3731 and FAP 9H5574/P612; FRL—
4948-4]

RIN 2070-AC18

Cyfluthrin; Pesticide Tolerances

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: EPA proposes to establish
time-limited tolerances, with an
expiration date of November 15, 1997,
for residues of the synthetic pyrethroid
cyfluthrin in or on the raw agricultural
commodities (RAC’s) tomatoes; carrots;
peppers; radishes; meat, fat, and meat
byproducts of cattle, goats, horses, hogs,
poultry, and sheep; milkfat; and eggs
and in food/feed additive commodities
tomato, pomace (dry and wet) and
tomato concentrated products. Miles
Corp., Animal Products (formerly
Mobay Corp.), requested the proposed
tolerances and regulations to establish
maximum permissible levels for
residues of the pesticide.

DATES: Comments, identified by the
document control number, [PP 9F3731
and FAP 9H5574/P612], must be
received on or before May 12, 1995.
ADDRESSES: By mail, submit written
comments to: Public Response and
Program Resources Branch, Field
Operations Division (7506C), Office of
Pesticide Programs, Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M St., SW.,
Washington, DC 20460. In person, bring
comments to: Rm. 1132, CM #2, 1921
Jefferson Davis Hwy., Arlington, VA
22202.

Information submitted as a comment
concerning this notice may be claimed
confidential by marking any part or all
of that information as “‘Confidential
Business Information’’ (CBI).
Information so marked will not be
disclosed except in accordance with
procedures set forth in 40 CFR part 2.
A copy of the comment that does not
contain CBI must be submitted for
inclusion in the public record.
Information not marked confidential
may be disclosed publicly by EPA

without prior notice. All written
comments will be available for public
inspection in Rm. 1132 at the address
given above, from 8 a.m. to 4 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, excluding legal
holidays.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: By
mail: George T. LaRocca, Product
Manager (PM) 13, Registration Division
(7505C), Office of Pesticide Programs,
Environmental Protection Agency, 401
M St., SW., Washington, DC 20460.
Office location and telephone number:
Rm. 200, CM #2, 1921 Jefferson Davis
Hwy., Arlington, VA 22202, (703)-305-
6100.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA
issued a notice, published in the
Federal Register of March 23, 1989 (54
FR 35434), which announced that Miles
Corp. had submitted pesticide petition
(PP) 9F3731 and food/feed additive
petition (FAP) 9H5574 to EPA.

Pesticide petition (PP) 9F3731
requests that the Administrator,
pursuant to section 408(d) of the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (FFDCA),
21 U.S.C. 346a(d), amend 40 CFR
180.436 by increasing tolerances for
residues of the insecticide cyfluthrin,
cyano(4-fluoro-3-phenoxyphenyl)-
methyl-3-(2,2-dicloroethenyl)-2,2-
dimethylcyclopropanecarboxylate, in or
on the raw agricultural commodities
alfalfa forage at 5.0 ppm; alfalfa hay at
10.0 ppm; broccoli at 2.0 ppm; brussels
sprouts at 0.5 ppm; cabbage at 1.0 ppm;
cauliflower at 0.5 ppm; carrots at 0.1
ppm; celery at 1.5 ppm); lettuce at 2.5
ppm; peppers at 0.2 ppm; radishes at 0.5
ppm; spinach at 1.0 ppm; sweet corn at
0.05 ppm; sweet corn forage at 1.0 ppm;
sunflower seed at 0.02 ppm; sunflower
forage at 1.0 ppm; soybeans at 0.03 ppm;
soybean forage at 10.0 ppm; soybean
hay at 1.5 ppm; soybean straw at 1.0
ppm; tomato at 0.2 ppm; milk at 0.1
ppm; eggs at 0.01 ppm; meat, fat and
meat byproduct of cattle, goats, hogs,
horses, and sheep at 1.5 ppm; and meat,
fat, and meat byproducts of poultry at
0.01 ppm.

Food/feed additive petition (FAP)
9H5574 requests that the Administrator,
pursuant to section 409(e) of the FFDCA
(21 U.S.C. 348(e)) amend 40 CFR parts
185 and 186 by establishing a food/feed
additive regulation for cyfluthrin in or
on processed food commodities tomato
concentrated products at 0.5 ppm and
feed commodities sweet corn (cannery
wastes) at 1.5 ppm; tomato, pomace
(wet) at 1.5 ppm; tomato, pomace dry at
5.0 ppm.; soybean hulls at 0.1 ppm; and
sunflower hulls at 2.5 ppm.

On July 20, 1993, Miles Corp.
requested that the pesticide petition and
food/feed additive petition be amended
by withdrawing the proposed tolerance
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for broccoli, brussels sprouts, cabbage,
cauliflower, celery, lettuce, soybeans
(straw), spinach and the feed additive
regulation for sweet corn (cannery
wastes) without prejudice to future
filing and by raising the tolerances for
carrots, peppers, and radishes to 0.2, 0.5
and 1.5 ppm, respectively. In a letter
dated November 18, 1993, Miles
amended the petition by withdrawing
the crops alfalfa, soybeans, sweet corn,
and sunflowers from the subject
petitions and proposing them under a
separate petition. On June 10, 1994,
Miles requested that the pesticide
petition be further amended by reducing
the tolerance for radishes to 1.0 ppm;
proposing one tolerance for wet and dry
tomato pomace; reducing the animal
commodities to 0.4 ppm; and revising
the milk tolerances to be expressed as
2.5 ppm milk fat (reflecting 0.08 ppm in
whole milk). This amendment was
submitted in response to EPA’s
preference that an integer tolerance (i.e,
one significant figure) rather than a
fraction be proposed for radishes; EPA’s
current practice to set one tolerance on
tomato pomace, wet and dry, rather than
individual tolerances on the two
pomaces; and to make the above
tolerances for animal commodities
consistent with the feed items in this
petition.

The scientific data submitted in the
petition and other relevant material
have been evaluated. All toxicology data
necessary to support these tolerances
have been previously submitted,
reviewed, and accepted. The toxicology
data considered in support of the
proposed tolerance include:

1. A 12-month chronic feeding study
in dogs with a no-observed-effect level
(NOEL) of 4 mg/kg/day. The lowest-
effect level (LEL) for this study is
established at 16 mg/kg/day, based on
slight ataxia, increased vomiting,
diarrhea, and decreased body weight.

2. A 24-month chronic feeding/
carcinogenicity study in rats with a
NOEL of 2.5 mg/kg/day and LEL of 6.2
mg/kg/day, based on decreased body
weights in males and females, decreased
food consumption in males, and
inflammatory foci in the kidneys in
females. There were no carcinogenic
effects observed under the conditions of
the study.

3. A 24-month carcinogenicity study
in mice. There were no carcinogenic
effects observed under the conditions of
the study.

4. An oral developmental toxicity
study in rats with a maternal and fetal
NOEL of 10 mg/kg/day (highest dose
tested). An oral developmental toxicity
study in rabbits with a maternal NOEL
of 20 mg/kg/day and a maternal LEL of

60 mg/kg/day, based on decreased body
weight gain and decreased food
consumption during the dosing period.
A fetal NOEL of 20 mg/kg/day and a
fetal LEL of 60 mg/kg/day were also
observed in this study. The LEL was
based on increased resorptions and
increased postimplantation loss.

5. A developmental toxicity study in
rats by the inhalation route of
administration with a maternal NOEL of
0.0011 mg/L and an LEL of 0.0047 mg/
L, based on reduced mobility, dyspnea,
piloerection, ungroomed coats, and eye
irritation. The fetal NOEL is 0.00059
mg/L and the fetal LEL is 0.0011 mg/L,
based on sternal anomalies and
increased incidents in runts. A second
developmental toxicity study in rats by
the inhalation route of administration is
currently under review. The issue of
whether cyfluthrin directly induces
fetotoxicity under these conditions is
unresolved at this time.

6. A three-generation reproduction
study in rats with a systemic NOEL of
2.5 mg/kg/day and a systemic LEL of 7.5
mg/kg/day due to decreased parent and
pup body weights. The reproductive
NOEL and LEL are 7.5 mg/kg/day and
22.5 mg/kg/day, respectively.

7. Mutagenicity tests, including a gene
mutation assay (reverse mutation and
recombination assays in bacteria and a
Chinese hamster ovary (CHO)/
(HGPRT)); a structural chromosome
aberration assay (CHO/sister chromatid
exchange assay); and an unscheduled
DNA synthesis assay in rat hepatocytes.
All test were negative for genotoxicity.

8. A metabolism study in rats showing
that cyfluthrin is rapidly absorbed and
excreted, mostly as conjugated
metabolites in the urine, within 48
hours. An enterohepatic circulation was
observed.

A chronic dietary exposure/risk
assessment was performed for cyfluthrin
using a Reference Dose (RfD) of 0.025
mg/kg bwt/day, based on a NOEL of 50
ppm (2.5 mg/kg bwt/day) and an
uncertainty factor of 100. The NOEL
was determined in a 2-year rat feeding
study. The end-point effects of concern
were decreased body weights in males
and inflammation of the kidneys in
females at the LEL of 150 ppm (6.2 mg/
kg/day). The current estimated dietary
exposure for the overall U.S. population
resulting from established tolerances is
0.001378 mg/kg/bwt day, which
represents 5.5 % of the RfD. The current
action will increase exposure to
0.002730 mg/kg/ bwt/day or 11% of the
RfD. In the subgroup population
exposed to the highest risk, nonnursing
infants less than 1 year old, the current
action will increase exposure to
0.008044 mg/kg bwt/day or 32% of the

RfD. Generally speaking, EPA has no
cause for concern if total residue
contribution for published and
proposed tolerances is less than the RfD.
EPA concludes that the chronic dietary
risk of cyfluthrin, as estimated by the
dietary risk assessment, does not appear
to be of concern.

Because there was a sign of
developmental effects seen in animal
studies, the Agency used the rat
developmental toxicity study (with a
NOEL of 0.00059 mg/L by the inhalation
route of exposure) to assess acute
dietary exposure and determine a
margin of exposure (MOE) for the
overall U.S. population and certain
subgroups. Since the toxicological end-
point pertains to developmental
toxicity, the population group of
concern for this analysis is women aged
13 and above, the subgroup which most
closely approximates women of child-
bearing age. The MOE is calculated as
the ratio of the NOEL to the exposure.
For this analysis the Agency calculated
the MOE for women ages 13 and above
to be 1,250. Generally speaking, MOE’s
greater than 100 for data derived from
animal studies are acceptable to the
Agency.

The metabolism of the chemical in
animals for this use is adequately
understood. An adequate analytical
method, gas-liquid chromatography, is
available for enforcement purposes. The
enforcement methodology has been
submitted to the Food and Drug
Administration for publication in the
Pesticide Analytical Manual Vol. 1l
(PAM 11). Because of the long lead time
for publication of the method in PAM II,
the analytical methodology is being
made available in the interim to anyone
interested in pesticide enforcement
when requested from: Calvin Furlow,
Public Response and Program Resources
Branch, Field Operations Divisions
(7506C), Office of Pesticide Programs,
Environmental Protection Agency 401
M St., Washington, DC 20460. Office
location and telephone number: Rm.
1132, CM #2, 1921 Jefferson Davis Hwy.,
Arlington, VA 22202, (703)-305-5232.

On August 5, 1988, EPA issued a
conditional registration and time-
limited tolerance for cyfluthrin for use
on cottonseed with an expiration date of
October 31, 1991 (see the Federal
Register of August 15, 1988 (53 FR
30676)). On November 12, 1992, the
conditional registration was amended
and extended to November 15, 1993,
and the tolerance on cottonseed
extended to November 15, 1994 (see the
Federal Registers October 20, 1993 (58
FR 54094) and February 22, 1994 (54 FR
9411)). On November 15, 1993, EPA
amended the conditional registration on
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cottonseed by extending the expiration
date to November 15, 1996, and
extending the time-limited tolerance to
November 15, 1997. The conditional
registration was amended and extended
to allow time for submission and
evaluation of additional environmental
effects data. In order to evaluate the
effects of cyfluthrin on fish and aquatic
organisms and its fate in the
environment, additional data were
required to be collected and submitted
during the period of conditional
registration. Such requirements
included a sediment bioavailability and
toxicity study and a small-plot runoff
study that must be submitted to the
Agency by July 1, 1996. To be consistent
with the conditional registration and
extension on cottonseed, the Agency is
proposing to issue a conditional
registration with an expiration date of
November 15, 1996, and establishing a
time-limited tolerance on tomatoes,
carrots, peppers, radishes, meat, milk,
and egg tolerances with an expiration
date of November 15, 1997, to cover
residues expected to result from use
during the period of conditional
registration.

There are presently no actions
pending against the continued
registration of this chemical.

The pesticide is considered useful for
the purposes for which it is sought.
Based on the information and data
considered, the Agency has determined
that the tolerances established by
amending 40 CFR parts 180, 185, and
186 would protect the public health.
Therefore, it is proposed that the
tolerances be established as set forth
below.

Any person who has registered or
submitted an application for registration
of a pesticide, under the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act (FIFRA) as amended, which
contains any of the ingredients listed
herein, may request within 30 days after
publication of this document in the
Federal Register that this rulemaking
proposal be referred to an Advisory
Committee in accordance with section
408(e) of the FFDCA.

Interested persons are invited to
submit written comments on the
proposed regulation. Comments must
bear a notation indicating the document
control number, [PP 9F3731 and FAP
9H5574/P612]. All written comments
filed in response to this petition will be
available in the Public Response and
Program Resources Branch, at the
address given above from 8 a.m. to 4

p.m., Monday through Friday, except
legal holidays.

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR
51735, Oct. 4, 1993), the Agency must
determine whether the regulatory action
is “significant” and therefore subject to
all the requirements of the Executive
Order (i.e., Regulatory Impact Analysis,
review by the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB)). Under section 3(f), the
order defines “‘significant’ as those
actions likely to lead to a rule (1) having
an annual effect on the economy of $100
million or more, or adversely and
materially affecting a sector of the
economy, productivity, competition,
jobs, the environment, public health or
safety, or State, local, or tribal
governments or communities (also
known as ‘“economically significant”);
(2) creating serious inconsistency or
otherwise interfering with an action
taken or planned by another agency; (3)
materially altering the budgetary
impacts of entitlement, grants, user fees,
or loan programs; or (4) raising novel
legal or policy issues arising out of legal
mandates, the President’s priorities, or
the principles set forth in this Executive
Order.

Pursuant to the terms of this
Executive Order, EPA has determined
that this rule is not “‘significant’” and is
therefore not subject to OMB review.

Pursuant to the requirements of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96-
354, 94 Stat. 1164, 5 U.S.C. 601-612),
the Administrator has determined that
regulations establishing new tolerances
or raising tolerance levels or
establishing exemptions from tolerance
requirements do not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. A certification
statement to this effect was published in
the Federal Register of May 4, 1981 (46
FR 24950).

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Parts 180,
185, and 186

Environmental protection,
Administrative practice and procedure,
Agricultural commodities, Feed
additives, Food additives, Pesticides
and pests, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Dated: April 5, 1995.

Stephen L. Johnson,
Director, Registration Division, Office of
Pesticide Programs.

Therefore, it is proposed that chapter
| of title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations be amended as follows:

PART 180—[AMENDED]

1. In part 180:
a. The authority citation for part 180
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 21 U.S.C. 346a and 371.
b. By amending § 180.436, by revising
the table therein, to read as follows:

§180.436 Cyfluthrin; tolerances for
residues.

* * * * *
o Parts per Expiration

Commodities ot o

Carrots .......ccee. 0.20 Nov. 15,
1997
Cattle, fat .......... 0.40 Do.
Cattle, meat ...... 0.40 Do.
Cattle, mbyp ..... 0.40 Do.
Cottonseed ....... 1.0 Do.
Eggs ..coooiviiieenne 0.01 Do.
Goats, fat 0.40 Do.
Goats, meat ...... 0.40 Do.
Goats, mbyp ..... 0.40 Do.
Hogs, fat ........... 0.40 Do.
Hogs, meat ....... 0.40 Do.
Hogs, mbyp ...... 0.40 Do.
Hops, fresh ....... 4.0 None
Horses, fat ........ 0.40 Nov. 15,
1997

Horses, meat .... 0.40 Do.
Horses, mbyp ... 0.40 Do.
Milkfat (reflect-

ing 0.08 ppm

in whole milk) 2.50 Do.
Peppers ............ 0.50 Do.
Poultry, fat ........ 0.01 Do.
Poultry, meat .... 0.01 Do.
Poultry, mbyp ... 0.01 Do.
Radishes ........... 1.00 Do.
Sheep, fat ......... 0.40 Do.
Sheep, meat ..... 0.40 Do.
Sheep, mbyp .... 0.40 Do.
Tomato ............. 0.20 Do.

PART 185—[AMENDED]

2. In part 185:
a. The authority citation for part 185
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 21 U.S.C. 346a and 348.

b. In §185.1250, by revising
paragraph (a) and removing paragraph
(b) and designating it as reserved, as
follows:

§185.1250 Cyfluthrin.

(a) A tolerance, to expire on
November 15, 1997 is established for
residue of the insecticide cyfluthrin
(cyano(4-fluoro-3-
phenoxyphenyl)methyl-3-(2,2-
dicloroethenyl)-2,2-
dimethylcyclopropanecarboxylate) in or
on the following food commodities:



Federal Register / Vol. 60, No. 70 / Wednesday, April 12, 1995 / Proposed Rules

18565

Commodity

Parts per million

Expiration date

Cottonseed oil
Tomato, concentrated products

Do.

Nov. 15, 1997

(b) [Reserved]

* * * * *

PART 186—[AMENDED]

3. In part 186:
a. The authority citation for part 186
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 21 U.S.C. 348.

b. In §186.1250, by revising
paragraph (a) and removing paragraph
(b) and designating it as reserved, as
follows:

§186.1250 Cyfluthrin.

(a) A tolerance, to expire on
November 15, 1997, is established for
residues of the insecticide cyfluthrin

(cyano[4-fluoro-3-
phenoxyphenyl]lmethyl-3-(2,2-
dicloroethenyl)-2,2-
dimethylcyclopropanecarboxylate) in or
on the following feed commodities:

Commodity

Parts per million

Expiration date

Cottonseed, hulls
Tomato, pomace (dry and wet)

Do.

November 15, 1997

(b) [Reserved]

* * * * *

[FR Doc. 95-9149 Filed 4-10-95; 1:53 pm]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-F

40 CFR Part 300
[FRL-5188-1]

National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan; National Priorities List

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.

ACTION: Notice of intent to delete
Hamilton Island (Site) from the National
Priorities List: Request for comments.

SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) Region 10 announces its
intent to delete the Hamilton Island site
from the National Priorities List (NPL)
and requests public comment on this
proposed action. The NPL constitutes
Appendix B of 40 CFR part 300 which
is the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
(NCP), which EPA promulgated
pursuant to Section 105 of the
Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended.
EPA and the State of Washington
Department of Ecology (Ecology) have
determined that the Site poses no
significant threat to public health or the
environment and, therefore, remedial
measures pursuant to CERCLA are not
appropriate.

DATES: Comments concerning this Site
may be submitted on or before May 12,
1995.

ADDRESSES: Comments may be mailed
to: Christopher Cora, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, 1200

Sixth Avenue, Mail Stop: HW-124,
Seattle, Washington 98101.
Comprehensive information on this
Site is available through the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers public docket which
is available for viewing at the Hamilton
Island repositories at the following
locations:
North Bonneville City Hall/Community
Library North Bonneville, Washington
Bonneville Dam Second Powerhouse
and Bradford Island Visitor Center,
Skamania County, Washington
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland
District, 333 S.W. First Street,
Portland, Oregon 97204
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Christopher Cora, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, 1200 Sixth Avenue,
Mail Stop: HW-124, Seattle,
Washington 98101, (206) 553-1148.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Table of Contents

I. Introduction

Il. NPL Deletion Criteria

I11. Deletion Procedures

IV. Basis of Intended Site Deletion

l. Introduction

The Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) Region 10 announces its intent to
delete Hamilton Island from the
National Priorities List (NPL), appendix
B of the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
(NCP), 40 CFR part 300, and requests
comments on this deletion. EPA
identifies sites that appear to present a
significant risk to human health or the
environment and maintains the NPL as
a list of those sites. As described in
§300.425(e)(3) of the NCP, sites deleted
from the NPL remain eligible for
remedial actions in the unlikely event
that conditions at the site warrant such
actions.

EPA will accept comments on the
proposal to delete this Site for thirty
days after publication of this notice in
the Federal Register.

Section Il of this notice explains the
criteria for deleting sites from the NPL.
Section Ill discusses procedures that
EPA is using for this action. Section IV
discusses the Hamilton Island Site and
explains how the Site meets the deletion
criteria.

I1. NPL Deletion Criteria

Section 300.425(e) of the NCP
provides that releases may be deleted
from, or recategorized on the NPL where
no further response is appropriate. In
making a determination to delete a
release from the NPL, EPA shall
consider, in consultation with the state,
whether any of the following criteria
have been met:

(i) Responsible parties or other persons
have implemented all appropriate response
actions required;

(ii) All appropriate response under
CERCLA have been implemented, and no
further action by responsible parties is
appropriate, or

(iii) The remedial investigation has shown
that the release poses no significant threat to
public health or the environment and,
therefore, taking of remedial measures is not
appropriate.

Even if a site is deleted from the NPL,
where hazardous substances, pollutants,
or contaminants remain at the site above
levels that allow for unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure, EPA’s policy is
that a subsequent review of the site will
be conducted at least every five years
after the initiation of the remedial action
at the site to ensure that the site remains
protective of public health and the
environment. In the case of this Site,
where no hazardous wastes are above
health based levels and future access
does not require restriction, operation
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and maintenance activities and five-year
reviews will not be conducted.
However, if new information becomes
available which indicates a need for
further action, the federal government
may initiate remedial actions. Whenever
there is a significant release from a site
deleted from the NPL, the site may be
restored to the NPL without the
application of the Hazard Ranking
System.

I11. Deletion Procedures

The following procedures were used
for the intended deletion of this Site: (1)
EPA Region 10 selected No Action as
the selected remedy in the Record of
Decision for the Site. The No Action
Record of Decision qualifies the Site for
inclusion on the Superfund Site
Construction Completion List and may
be used to initiate Deletion from the
NPL procedures. (2) The Washington
State Department of Ecology concurred
with the proposed deletion decision. (3)
A notice has been published in the local
newspaper and has been distributed to
appropriate Federal, State, and local
officials and other interested parties
announcing the commencement of a 30-
day public comment period on EPA’s
Notice of Intent to Delete; and, (4) All
relevant documents have been made
available for public review in the local
Site information repositories.

Deletion of the Site from the NPL does
not itself create, alter, or revoke any
individual rights or obligations. The
NPL is designed primarily for
informational purposes to assist Agency
management. As mentioned in Section
Il of this Notice, 8 300.425(¢)(3) of the
NCP states that deletion of a site from
the NPL does not preclude eligibility for
future response actions.

For deletion of this Site, EPA’s
Regional Office will accept and evaluate
public comments on EPA’s Notice of
Intent to Delete before making a final
decision to delete. If necessary, the
Agency will prepare a Responsiveness
Summary if any significant public
comments are addressed.

A deletion occurs when the Regional
Administrator places a final notice in
the Federal Register. Generally, the NPL
will reflect deletions in the final update
following the Notice. Public notices and
copies of the Responsiveness Summary
will be made available to local residents
by the Regional office.

1V. Basis for Intended Site Deletion

The following site summary provides
the Agency’s rationale for the proposed
deletion of this Site from the NPL.

Hamilton Island is located adjacent to
the Columbia River, approximately one
and an half miles downstream from the

Bonneville Dam, in Skamania County
Washington, 40 miles east of Portland,
Oregon. The area surrounding the Site is
part of the Columbia River Gorge
National Scenic Area. Adjacent areas to
the Site are used for commercial,
residential and open space.

The Site was used by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) for the
disposal of earthen materials and the
old town of North Bonneville during the
construction of the Bonneville Dam
Second Powerhouse between 1977 and
1982.

The Site was placed on the NPL on
October 14, 1992 as a Federal Facility.
The basis of the listing was for possible
releases of arsenic, copper, lead, zinc
and toluene above Ambient Water
Quality Criteria to the Columbia River
and other sensitive ecological areas. The
USACE entered into a Federal Facility
Agreement on September 24, 1993 with
USEPA and the Department of Ecology
to conduct a Remedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study and the necessary
Remedial Actions.

The Remedial Investigation
determined that there was not
unacceptable risk to human health or
the environment, in fact the only
contamination, above federal or state
health based levels, detected was low
level petroleum contamination in soils.
On November 29, 1994 USACE
proposed, in consultation with EPA and
Department of Ecology to take No
Action at the Site. No comments were
received in opposition to the proposal.

Human health and ecological risk
assessments were performed to assess
current or future potential adverse
human health or ecological effects
associated with exposure to chemicals
detected in soils, groundwater, surface
water and sediments at Hamilton Island.
Based on comparison of site specific
analytical data with EPA and State risk-
based screening criteria, ecological
benchmarks, toxicity values, and the
detection frequency and exposure
potential of chemical constituents, it
was concluded that chemicals at
Hamilton Island do not pose an
unacceptable risk to human health or
the environment, under any land use
scenario. Accordingly, EPA will not
conduct ““five-year reviews’ at this Site.

One of the three criteria for deletion
specifies that EPA may delete a site
from the NPL if ““the remedial
investigation has shown that the release
poses no significant threat to public
health or the environment and,
therefore, taking of remedial measures is
not appropriate”. EPA, with
concurrence of Ecology, believes that
this criterion for deletion has been met.
It is concluded that there is no

significant threat to public health or the
environment and, therefore, no further
remedial action is necessary.
Subsequently, EPA is proposing
deletion of this Site from the NPL.
Documents supporting this action are
available from the docket.

Dated: March 30, 1995.
Chuck Clarke,
Regional Administrator, Region 10.
[FR Doc. 95-8882 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

49 CFR Part 571
[Docket No. 92—-66; Notice 3]
RIN 2127-AF36

Federal Motor Vehicle Safety
Standards; Fuel System Integrity

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA),
Department of Transportation (DOT).
ACTION: Advance notice of proposed
rulemaking (ANPRM).

SUMMARY: This notice announces the
agency’s plans to consider upgrading
Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard
(FMVSS) No. 301, Fuel System Integrity,
by making the current crash
requirements more stringent and by
broadening the standard’s focus to
include mitigation concepts related to
fuel system components and
environmental and aging tests related to
components. This notice requests
comments on the agency’s plans to
explore a three-phase approach to
upgrading the standard. The notice also
requests data, methods, and strategies,
which may assist in the agency’s
regulatory decisions in defining specific
requirements and test procedures for
upgrading the standard.

DATES: Comments must be received on
or before June 12, 1995.

ADDRESSES: Comments should refer to
the docket and notice numbers above
and be submitted to: Docket Section,
National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration, 400 Seventh Street SW.,
Washington, D.C. 20590. Docket hours
are 9:30 a.m. to 4 p.m., Monday through
Friday.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr.
William J.J. Liu, Office of Vehicle Safety
Standards, National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration, 400 Seventh
Street SW., Washington, D.C. 20590.
Telephone: (202) 366—2264.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Introduction

The National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA) is announcing
its plans to consider upgrading Federal
Motor Vehicle Safety Standard (FMVSS)
No. 301, Fuel System Integrity. The
purpose of this rulemaking is to further
reduce fatalities and injuries from fires
resulting from motor vehicle crashes.
Specifically, the agency is considering
whether to make more stringent the
current crash requirements applicable to
vehicles with a gross vehicle weight
rating (GVWR) of 10,000 pounds (4,536
kg) or less. It is considering also
whether to broaden the standard’s focus
to include ways to prevent or decrease
the severity of vehicle fires by exploring
regulations related to fuel system
components and tests of the resistance
of components to environmental and
aging factors.

Today’s notice outlines NHTSA'’s
plans to explore a three-phase approach
to upgrading the standard. In Phase
One, the agency would evaluate
performance criteria for components to
ensure that the flow of fuel from the
tank is stopped in a crash. Phase Two
would involve defining upgraded crash
test performance for frontal, side, and
rear impacts (e.g., higher test speeds,
additional impact barriers, etc.). During
Phase Three, NHTSA would address the
effect of environmental and aging
factors such as corrosion and vibration
on components in the fuel system.

Today’s notice also summarizes issues
related to vehicle fires and discusses the
agency’s recent work in this area. The
agency is seeking public comment on
the merits of the agency’s rulemaking
efforts to explore alternative ways to
upgrade the present standard. Today’s
notice also supplements a previous
notice published on December 14, 1992,
in which the agency requested
comments about making FMVSS No.
301 more stringent (57 FR 59041, Docket
92-66, Notice 1).

On December 2, 1994, Secretary of
Transportation Federico Pefa
announced a settlement of an
investigation by NHTSA of an alleged
safety defect in certain General Motors
(GM) pickup trucks with fuel tanks
mounted outside the frame rails. Under
that settlement, GM will contribute over
$51.3 million for a variety of safety
initiatives. Among other things, the
settlement will fund research on ways to
reduce the occurrence and effects of
post-crash fires. All relevant results of
this research will be placed in the
public docket for this rulemaking.

The Fire Problem

While vehicle fires are relatively rare
events (occurring in only one percent of
towed vehicles in crashes), they tend to
be severe in terms of casualties. The
agency’s General Estimates System
(GES) reports that, in 1992,
approximately 21,000 passenger cars,
light trucks, and multipurpose vehicles
had a fire related to a crash. Based on
an analysis of the agency’s Fatal
Accident Reporting System (FARS), four
to five percent of occupant fatalities
occur in crashes involving fire (the
fatality being due to burns and/or
impact injuries). Overall, the fire itself
is deemed to be the most harmful event
in the vehicle for about one-third of
these fatalities.

An analysis of 1979-1986 National
Accident Sampling System (NASS) data
(Reference: ““Fires and Burns in Towed
Light Passenger Vehicles,” Docket No.
92-66—N01-001) shows that about
29,000 occupants per year were exposed
to fire in towed light passenger vehicles
(cars, light trucks, and multipurpose
vehicles), of whom three percent
received second or third degree burns
over at least six percent of the body. The
Abbreviated Injury Scale (AIS) defines
these burns as moderate and more
severe (AIS 2 and greater). Half of those
with moderate and more severe burns
had second or third degree burns over
more than ninety percent of the body;
these maximum-severity (AIS 6) burns
are always fatal. These estimates are
based on all 47 occupants with
moderate and more severe burns
received in vehicle fires that were
investigated as part of the NASS during
the eight years from 1979 to 1986.

NASS investigated vehicle fires that
involved another 44 occupants with
moderate and more severe burns
between 1988 and 1990. The eleven
years of NASS data suggest that each
year 280 surviving occupants and 725
fatally-injured occupants received
moderate or more severe burns (AIS 2 or
greater). These injuries and fatalities
may have been caused by burns or
impacts.

NASS 1988 to 1990 data also indicate
that potential escape from the fire was
made more difficult for most occupants
(87 percent) with moderate or more
serious burns because they (1) were
sitting next to a door that was jammed
shut by crash forces, (2) did not have a
door at their position, or (3) had a part
of their body physically restrained by
deformed vehicle structure.

Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard
No. 301

FMVSS No. 301, Fuel System
Integrity, first became effective for
passenger cars in 1968. The
requirements in the current standard
apply to all vehicles with a Gross
Vehicle Weight Rating (GVWR) of
10,000 pounds (4,536 kg) or less since
September 1, 1977, and to school buses
that have a GVWR greater than 10,000
pounds (4,536 kg) GVWR since April 1,
1977. FMVSS No. 301 only applies to
vehicles that use fuel with a boiling
point above 32 degrees Fahrenheit (0
degree Celsius).

FMVSS No. 301 limits the amount of
fuel spillage from fuel systems of
vehicles tested under the procedures
specified in the standard during and
after specified front, rear, and lateral
barrier impact tests. The standard limits
fuel spillage due to these required
impact tests to 1 ounce (28.4 grams) by
weight during the time from the start of
the impact until motion of the vehicle
has stopped and to a total of 5 ounces
(142 grams) by weight in the 5-minute
period after the stop. For the subsequent
25-minute period, fuel spillage during
any 1-minute interval is limited to 1
ounce (28.4 grams) by weight. Similar
fuel spillage limits are required for the
standard’s static rollover test procedure,
which is conducted after the front, rear
and lateral impact tests.

The required impact tests for all
vehicles that have a GVWR of 10,000
pounds (4,536 kg) or less are: a 30 mph
(48.3 kmph) frontal fixed rigid barrier
impact with the barrier face
perpendicular to the line of travel of the
vehicle or at any angle up to 30 degrees
from the perpendicular; a 30 mph (48.3
kmph) rear moving flat rigid barrier
impact with the barrier face
perpendicular to the longitudinal axis of
the vehicle; and a 20 mph (32.2 kmph)
lateral moving flat rigid barrier impact
in a direction perpendicular to the
longitudinal axis of the vehicle (i.e.,
with the barrier face parallel to the
longitudinal axis of the vehicle). The
weight of the moving barrier is 4,000
pounds (1,814 kg). A rollover test is
conducted following the barrier
impacts.

The required impact test for large
school buses that have a GVWR greater
than 10,000 pounds (4,536 kg) is a 30
mph (48.3 kmph) moving contoured
rigid barrier impact at any point and
angle. The weight of the barrier is 4,000
pounds (1,814 kg). The static rollover
test is not required for large school
buses.

The standard does not apply to large
non-school buses or other vehicles that
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have a GVWR greater than 10,000
pounds (4,536 kg).

December 14, 1992 Notice

On December 14, 1992, NHTSA
published a Request for Comments
notice in the Federal Register (57 FR
59041, Docket No. 92—-66, Notice 1)
stating that the agency ““is considering
initiating rulemaking to upgrade the
protection currently provided by”’
FMVSS No. 301. The notice also
requested answers to specific questions
related to test impact speeds, impact
barriers, effect of vehicle aging on the
likelihood of fire, contribution of
occupant entrapment to the likelihood
of fire-related injuries, etc.

NHTSA received 35 public comments
by October 1994 including comments
from most of the major vehicle
manufacturers, the American
Automobile Manufacturers Association
(AAMA), Advocates for Highway and
Auto Safety (Advocates), the Center for
Auto Safety (CAS), and the Insurance
Institute for Highway Safety (IIHS).
Commenters raised issues regarding the
safety need, the adequacy of the current
test procedures, the availability and
necessity of developing new test
procedures, and the existence and
feasibility of countermeasures. Many
commenters stressed the need for
further detailed investigation of real-
world crash data to determine the
causes of vehicle fires and fire-related
occupant fatalities and injuries. In
addition to support for the test
procedures currently used in FMVSS
No. 301, commenters suggested several
alternatives, including substituting the
dynamic side-impact test procedures of
FMVSS No. 214 for those currently
specified in FMVSS No. 301, adding
frontal offset crash conditions, and
developing new barriers that might be
more representative of real-world crash
conditions.

The agency has initiated work related
to several fire safety issues that need to
be considered to define mitigation
concepts to reduce fatalities and
injuries. Due to resource considerations,
not all the safety issues discussed in the
previous notice are included in this
notice. The issues discussed in this
ANPRM include crash conditions,
origin of fires, and vehicle age.

Agency Efforts Related to Fuel System
Integrity

NHTSA has undertaken the following
activities to more-fully understand
motor vehicle fires. These include
comparing fuel system safety
requirements in this country with those
in other countries, conducting extensive
test crashes related to fuel system

integrity, and analyzing data of real-
world crashes.

Comparison of U.S. and Foreign Fuel
System Safety Requirements

FMVSS No. 301’s requirements have
been compared to the following foreign
fuel system integrity standards: (1) The
Canadian CMVSS No. 301, Fuel System
Integrity (Gasoline, Diesel); (2) the
Economic Commission for Europe (ECE)
Regulation No. 34, Uniform Provisions
Concerning the Approval of Vehicles
with Regard to the Prevention of Fire
Risks (01 Series, Amendment 1, January
29, 1979) (Thirteen European countries
have agreed to adopt ECE Reg. No. 34,
including Germany, France, Italy,
Netherlands, Sweden, Belgium,
Czechoslovakia, United Kingdom,
Luxembourg, Norway, Finland,
Denmark, and Romania); and (3) the
Japanese Standard, Technical Standard
for Fuel Leakage in Collision etc.
(Amended on August 1, 1989).

The Canadian CMVSS No. 301 has
requirements identical to those of the
U.S. FMVSS No. 301.

In terms of application to vehicles:
FMVSS No. 301 applies to all vehicles
10,000 pounds (4,536 kg) or less GVWR
and school buses over 10,000 pounds
(4,536 kg) GVWR. ECE Reg. No. 34 only
applies to passenger cars, and the
Japanese standard applies to passenger
cars and multipurpose passenger
vehicles 5,600 pounds (2,540 kg) or less.

In terms of required impact tests: As
described above, FMVSS No. 301
requires frontal, rear and side impact
tests at 30, 30, and 20 mph (48.3, 48.3
and 32.2 kmph), respectively, plus a
static rollover test, for vehicles 10,000
pounds (4,536 kg) or less GVWR.
FMVSS No. 301 also requires a 30 mph
(48.3 kmph) impact test for school buses
over 10,000 pounds (4,536 kg) GVWR.

The ECE Reg. No. 34 requires a 48.3
to 53.1 kmph frontal fixed barrier
impact test and a 35 to 38 kmph rear
moving flat barrier impact test. The flat
rigid barrier weighs 1,100+20 kg. A
pendulum can be used as the impactor.
ECE Reg. No. 34 does not require a
rollover test. The standard requires a
hydraulic internal-pressure test for all
fuel tanks and special tests (impact
resistance, mechanical strength, and fire
resistance) for plastic fuel tanks.

The Japanese standard requires a 50+2
kmph frontal fixed barrier impact test
and a 35 to 38 kmph rear moving flat
barrier impact test. The flat rigid barrier
weighs 1,100+20 kg. A pendulum can be
used as the impactor.

In terms of test performance
requirements: all three standards limit
fuel spillage. As in FMVSS No. 301, the
ECE Reg. No. 34 and the Japanese

standard, in general, also limit fuel
spillage to about 1 ounce/min (28.4
grams/min). The Japanese standard lists
the ECE Reg. No. 34 and FMVSS No.
301 as examples of equivalent
standards.

In summary, FMVSS No. 301 applies
to more vehicle classes and to higher
vehicle weights than the ECE Reg. No.
34 or the Japanese standard. FMVSS No.
301 requires testing in all crash modes
(frontal, side, rear, and rollover). ECE
Reg. No. 34 and the Japanese standard
require only frontal and rear impact
tests. FMVSS No. 301 uses a much
heavier moving barrier for impact tests
than the ECE and Japanese standards
(1,814 kg vs. 1,100 kg). However,
FMVSS No. 301 does not require a
hydraulic pressure test for fuel tanks, a
battery retention requirement, or
additional tests for plastic fuel tanks;
ECE Reg. No. 34 does. In addition, the
ECE Reg. No. 34 requires that “‘no fire
maintained by the fuel shall occur” and
no failure of the battery securing device
due to the impact. Since ECE Reg. No.
34 also requires filling the impacted
vehicle’s fuel tank “‘either with fuel or
with a non-inflammable liquid,” the no-
fire requirement is actually interpreted
from the observed fuel leakage. It is the
agency’s understanding that in practice,
when the ECE Reg. No. 34 tests are
conducted, the fuel tank is filled with
non-inflammable liquid.

Safety Issues Related to Vehicle Fires

A. Crash Conditions

The crash conditions discussed in this
section refer to real-world crash
conditions that result in vehicle fires
and their implications for compliance
test conditions and performance
requirements for the current FMVSS No.
301. To further refine the relationship
between real-world and laboratory crash
conditions, this notice has examined
certain engineering parameters such as
impact speeds, impact locations, objects
struck, and damage patterns.

Laboratory Crash Test Results

Between 1968 and 1994, the agency
has conducted 563 FMVSS No. 301
compliance tests in the frontal impact
mode: 14 failures resulted (3%), the last
occurring in 1992. Effective September
1, 1976, the standard was amended by
requiring rear impact tests for all
vehicles and side-impact tests for
passenger cars only. Side-impact testing
was extended to all vehicles and became
effective on September 1, 1977. For
model years 1977 through 1994, 331
rear impact and 25 side-impact
compliance tests have been conducted,;
26 rear impact failures (8%) and 1 side
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impact failure (4%) resulted. In
computing these failure rates, the
rollover test is considered a part of the
frontal, rear, or side impact test.

The agency conducted a research test
program on FMVSS No. 214, Side
Impact Protection, for light trucks. Since
December 1988, 24 crash tests have been
conducted, 2 tests produced fuel leakage
at a rate higher than FMVSS No. 301
requirements. Both tests used the
FMVSS No. 214 test protocol.

Between 1979 and 1986, 12 out of 201
(6%) frontal New Car Assessment
Program (NCAP) tests indicated leakage
at a rate above the fuel spillage
requirements of FMVSS No. 301 at 35
mph (56.3 kmph). In addition, during
the same period, NCAP conducted 53
FMVSS No. 301 rear impact tests at 35
mph (56.3 kmph), and 6 (11%) leaked
at a rate above the fuel spillage
requirements of the standard. Rollover
tests were not conducted following any
of the frontal or rear impact NCAP tests.
Some of these vehicles were retested at
30 mph (48.3 kmph), but none failed. In
1993, NCAP resumed examining
FMVSS No. 301 fuel spillage
requirements, and added a rollover test
following the frontal impact tests. To
date, only one of the approximately 80
vehicles tested leaked at a rate above the
requirements of the standard at the
higher speed.

Between April and June 1993, the
agency conducted six baseline vehicle
crash tests (all 1993 models) as part of
its initial research effort for exploring
potential upgrades to FMVSS No. 301.
In addition, the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) conducted a
seventh crash test for the agency.
Information on the seven tests has been
entered into the docket.

The test conditions for the seven
crash tests represent a baseline of delta-
v (change of velocities), impact barrier,
and impact location. The tested cars
were chosen based on their high sales
volume as well as agency experience
with the cars in other test programs.

The six NHTSA tests include two in
each of the crash modes: frontal, side,
and rear. Three tests used a 4,000-pound
(1,814-kg) moving contoured barrier—a
frontal impact into a Chevrolet Corsica
at 65 kmph (40.5 mph), a side impact
into a Toyota Corolla at 49.4 kmph (30.7
mph), and a rear impact into a Ford
Escort at 56.6 kmph (35.2 mph). None
of these three tests resulted in a loss of
fuel system integrity.

The other three tests were: a frontal
impact of a Chevrolet Corsica into a 305-
mm (12-inch) diameter stationary pole
at 56.3 kmph (35 mph), a side impact
into a Toyota Corolla with a 1,361-kg
(3,000-pound) deformable moving

barrier (FMVSS No. 214 side impact
barrier) at 87.1 kmph (54.1 mph), and an
offset rear impact into a Ford Mustang
with the same type of FMVSS No. 214
moving barrier at 84 kmph (52.2 mph).

The only fuel system failure was a
ruptured fuel tank from the rear impact
to the Ford Mustang by the FMVSS No.
214 deformable moving barrier,
resulting in a delta-v of about 39 kmph
(24 mph). The head and chest injury
measurements on the instrumented
driver and passenger dummies exceeded
the criteria specified in FMVSS No. 208,
Occupant Crash Protection. Thus, the
survivability of this crash in the absence
of a fire is questionable. However, the
agency would like to point out that
FMVSS No. 208 is for frontal tests and
the test dummies used for the tests were
not specifically designed to collect
impact data for rear impact tests.

The crash test conducted by FHWA
was on a Toyota Corolla, which was
crashed into a 203-mm (8-inch)
diameter stationary pole directed at the
fuel tank location, in a side impact
orientation at 32.2 kmph (20 mph).
There was no fuel system integrity
failure. No dummy instrumentation was
used in this test.

The agency also conducted other
frontal impact tests. These tests
primarily consisted of high speed,
vehicle-to-vehicle offset crashes. In
addition, several side impact tests were
conducted using the FMVSS No. 214
test procedure. Since December 1990, a
total of 25 crash tests have been
conducted. One test, involving a
Chevrolet Corsica, resulted in a small
fuel leak from the fuel return line
(within FMVSS No. 301’s limit). This
test was conducted in an oblique
configuration with a Honda Accord
striking the left front corner of the
Corsica.

At the request of NHTSA's Office of
Defects Investigation (ODI), the Vehicle
Research Test Center (VRTC) conducted
24 side-impact crash tests (including
one test with no instrumentation to
determine appropriate test speed) of the
1973-1987 General Motors full-size
pickup trucks and peer pickup trucks of
the same vintage. These tests were
conducted as a part of a safety defect
investigation, EA 92-041. Seven of these
tests were FMVSS No. 301 type side
impact tests, three were FMVSS No. 214
moving deformable barrier tests, three
were vehicle-to-pole side impact tests,
and eleven were various vehicle-to-
pickup side impact tests. Reports of
these tests are included in the public
file for EA92-041.

The summary report for this test
program notes that the FMVSS No. 301
type tests produced no leaks in a test of

a new replacement fuel tank; however,
one of the four GM trucks tested with
““as received”” GM tanks leaked an
amount in excess of the FMVSS No. 301
requirements in a rusty area. Non-tank
components of one Ford and one GM
truck did leak during the static rollover
test.

In the three GM truck tests using the
FMVSS No. 214 barrier, one at 53.1
kmph (33 mph) and two at 72.4 kmph
(45 mph), one caused a leak in the seam
of the tank which resulted in a damp
area, while the other two did not leak.

In the vehicle-to-vehicle tests, the ride
height of the striking vehicle was
adjusted to simulate heavy braking. At
72.4 kmph (45 mph) with a Taurus
striking car, the GM fuel tank
significantly leaked at the sending unit,
filler nose, and a rusty area and small
cut in the tank. Although no leakage
was noted from the fuel tank during a
similar test of a Ford F-150, significant
fuel leakage was noted from the fuel
reservoir mounted on the inside of the
left rail.

For the 80.5 kmph (50 mph) tests,
significant leaks were noted from the
GM vehicles (in ““as received’ and new
condition), but no leaks were noted
during a similar test on an F-150.

In the 96.6 kmph (60 mph) tests, both
the GM and Ford F-150 vehicles leaked
significant amounts, with the GM truck
rupturing and the Ford F-150 trucks
being punctured, forming small holes.

One pole test was conducted at 48.3
kmph (30 mph) on a GM pickup truck
with significant vehicle damage and
significant fuel leakage. In the pole tests,
at 32.2 kmph (20 mph) the GM tank
leaked significantly, but in a similar test
of a Ford F-150, no leakage was
observed.

Data Analysis of Real-World Crashes

Accurate data on vehicle fires are
scarce, which makes it difficult to
define cause/effect relationships under
all circumstances. Unlike many other
crashes, investigations of crashes
involving fire are hampered by the
destruction of evidence needed for crash
reconstruction and analysis. The origin
of fire in vehicle crashes needs to be
understood better to help define
possible countermeasures and
performance requirements.

NHTSA has reviewed real-world
crashes involving fuel system integrity
at great length. This analysis includes a
review of the National Accident
Sampling System (NASS) file, a recent
analysis by the agency of the Fatal
Accident Reporting System (FARS) data,
a detailed hard copy study of accident
cases involving fire from NASS and
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FARS, and an analysis of State accident
files.

The NASS review referenced in the
December 14, 1992, Request for
Comments notice, “Fires and Burns in
Towed Light Passenger Vehicles”
(Docket No. 92-66—N01-001), noted that
most fires occurred in crashes with a
delta-v of less than 32.2 kmph (20 mph).
This figure is from all fires, regardless
of injury level.

When the same NASS files were
analyzed for occupant burn injuries at
AIS 2 or greater, the sample size was
very small, even after the 1991 data
were added. The delta-v for frontal
impacts resulting in fire was estimated
to be from 33.8 to 106.2 kmph (21 to 66
mph), with a 66 kmph (41 mph) median,
based on 14 cases. The delta-v for side
impacts was estimated to be from 16.1
to 66 kmph (10 to 41 mph), with a 43.4
kmph (27 mph) median, based on seven
cases. The delta-v for rear impacts was
to be estimated from 12.9 to 96.5 kmph
(8 to 60 mph), with a 41.8 kmph (26
mph) median, based on 11 cases.

The following are estimates of the
delta-v’s. For vehicle- to-vehicle
crashes, a 32.2 to 64.4 kmph (20 to 40
mph) delta-v range could result from
impact speeds in the 64.4 to 128.8 kmph
(40 to 80 mph) range for equal mass
vehicles. Similarly, the same delta-v
range could be the result of other high
impact speeds for crashes involving
unequal mass vehicles.

The FARS study analyzed real-world
crash data related to vehicle fires to
establish which barrier design most
closely replicates the damage seen in
real-world fatal crashes involving fire.
Preliminary results of the agency’s
FARS study indicate that the combined
1979-1992 data from FARS for light
vehicles of model years 1978 and later
include 9,440 vehicles with a post-
crash fire, of which 2,840 were crashes
where fire was classified as the most
harmful event. Of the latter vehicles,
approximately half were involved in
single-vehicle crashes, and half were in
multi-vehicle crashes.

For frontal and side fatal crashes
involving a fire, approximately 60
percent involved multiple vehicles,
while for rear-impact crashes involving
in a fire, approximately 90 percent of
the crashes involved multiple vehicles.
Narrow objects, including trees and
poles, account for approximately 40
percent of the objects struck in single
vehicle crashes resulting in a fire.

The agency recently completed a
detailed hard copy study of a sample of
accident cases involving fire from NASS
and FARS. The detailed case study
report has been entered into the docket
of this notice. The title of the report is:

“Fuel System Integrity Upgrade—NASS
& FARS Case Study,” a NHTSA
sponsored research study, by GESAC,
Inc., DOT Contract No. DTNH-22-92-D-
07064, March 1994.

The GESAC study selected 150 NASS
cases for detailed analysis, which were
selected from recent years and involved
fire with any occupant injury of AIS 2
or greater. One of the objectives of the
analysis was to suggest a laboratory
simulation for accidents that led to
vehicle fires. The suggested crash
simulations include impact mode,
speed, barrier, location, and orientation.

The report presents information on a
possible barrier test that most accurately
“simulates’ crashes that resulted in
““moderate”, *‘severe”, and ‘“‘very
severe” fires. A “‘moderate” fire is
defined as fire damage to between 25%
and 50% of the vehicle surface, a
‘““severe” fire has fire damage to between
50% and 75% of the vehicle surface,
and a “‘very severe” fire has fire damage
to more than 75% of the vehicle surface.

For this analysis, only the cases for
which a simulation was defined were
included. Simulations were not defined,
for example, for cases where the fire
originated outside the vehicle or where
the crash conditions were too
complicated—these events included
multiple impacts, undercarriage
impacts, or rollover events, etc. Based
on these criteria, there were 64 vehicles
selected for simulations.

For vehicles receiving frontal damage,
the report indicates that a pole would be
the most common simulation barrier
type. For rear damage, a moving
deformable barrier with a partial overlap
(a partial width of the vehicle involved
in the crash) was cited most often as a
simulation procedure. For side impacts,
a pole impact was the most common
simulation procedure. The GESAC
report also presents information on
impact speed for these simulations.

For frontal impacts, the delta-v ranged
from 23 kmph to 105 kmph (14 to 65
mph) with a 55 kmph (34 mph) medium
delta-v. For rear impacts, the delta-v
ranged from 11 kmph to 73 kmph (7 to
45 mph) with a 42 kmph (26 mph)
medium delta-v. Overlap, which is
defined as the percentage of the frontal
or rear width engaged in a crash, ranged
from 40% to 100% for frontal crashes,
with an average level of 72% overlap.
For rear crashes, the overlap ranged
from 30% to 95% with an average level
of 71%. This real-world crash is similar
to the Ford Mustang test, discussed in
the previous section, that resulted in a
ruptured fuel tank.

Based on these analyses, NHTSA
tentatively concludes that in developing
any new performance requirements, it

should consider alternatives to the
FMVSS No. 301 barriers in addition to
possible changes in impact speeds.
Possible alternatives to be considered
are changes to simulate single vehicle
crashes, pole tests, and offset tests.

NHTSA also needs to consider the
likelihood of an occupant surviving the
crash forces in high severity crashes that
are associated with many fire fatalities.
To address this issue, the agency may
have to develop new test dummies that
are capable of collecting meaningful
data at higher impact speeds and in rear
impacts.

To further define crash conditions
that lead to fires, NHTSA anticipates
conducting additional analysis of the
FARS and NASS files, the GESAC
study, and experimental crash testing.
Additional full-scale crashes are being
considered to help identify possible
upgraded performance requirements.

Response to the Request for Comments
Notice

Impact Speeds

FMVSS No. 301 specifies that the
frontal and rear crash tests be conducted
at 30 mph (48.3 kmph) and the lateral
crash test be conducted at 20 mph (32.2
kmph). The December 1992 notice asked
about appropriate test speeds.

In response to that notice, Advocates
and CAS supported testing with
increased impact speed. Specifically,
Advocates stated that impact testing for
all crash modes should be conducted at
least at 56.3 kmph (35 mph). It also
stated that the current side impact 32.2
kmph (20 mph) test speed of existing
FMVSS No. 301 is especially
inappropriate in light of the agency’s
current consideration of dynamic lateral
test regimens for light trucks. CAS
stated that based on crash protection
technology in new vehicles, the
standard should be amended to provide
for no fuel leakage in a 72.4 kmph (45
mph) frontal fixed barrier crash, a 72.4
kmph side moving barrier, and a 72.4
kmph fixed rear barrier.

In contrast, Mazda, Mitsubishi,
Volkswagen (VW), Toyota, GM,
Chrysler, Mercedes-Benz, BMW, Ford
Motor Company and the American
Automobile Manufacturers Association
(AAMA) questioned the need for testing
at higher impact speeds or stated that
more data are needed before considering
such an increase. For instance, Toyota
stated that the data and analyses on
injuries and deaths from vehicle fires
are insufficient to support a compliance
test requirement for higher impact
speeds. Similarly, Mercedes stated that
increased impact speed as part of a
compliance test does not appear to have
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great potential for increasing real-world
fire safety. AAMA stated that the
difference in impact speeds for side
versus front and rear tests is
representative and reasonable.

Impact Barrier, Location, and
Orientation

FMVSS No. 301 requires either fixed
or moving rigid impact barriers for the
crash tests as described previously in
this notice. In the December 1992
notice, NHTSA posed several questions
about the appropriate barrier, including
whether the current impact barriers
should be replaced by the moving
contoured rigid barrier for testing large
school buses.

National Truck Equipment
Association (NTEA), Mazda, Advocates,
VW, Toyota, AAMA, BMW, and Ford
said no; and no commenter favored this
approach. NTEA objected to extending
the existing contoured barrier to other
vehicles because of economic
considerations. Mazda stated that the
FMVSS No. 214 barrier represents real-
world crashes better than the contoured
barrier.

In the December 1992 notice, NHTSA
also asked whether the current barriers
are representative of typical real-world
crash situations.

While GM and BMW stated “‘yes,”
Advocates, Ford, and Volvo said *“no.”
GM stated that the FMVSS No. 301
moving barrier side impact test is an
appropriate surrogate for real-world side
impact circumstances because it
properly measures the fuel system
performance regardless of component
location. Advocates stated that the
current perpendicular barrier crash test
conditions for frontal and rear impact
tests should be replaced by offset and
angle impacts. Advocates also suggested
that the current side impact test should
be replaced by a pole impact test,
claiming that such a test is more
representative of real-world situations.

The December 1992 notice also asked
whether all vehicles with GVWR of
10,000 pounds (4,536 kg) or less should
be subjected to the impact test
requirements for large school buses.
Advocates, VW, Toyota, AAMA,
Mercedes, BMW, and Ford all opposed
this approach, while no commenter
favored it. These commenters stated that
the contoured barrier does not simulate
vehicles in use now.

Another question was whether the
FMVSS No. 214 dynamic side impact
test should be incorporated into FMVSS
No. 301, thereby replacing FMVSS No.
301’s current lateral requirements. Of
the twelve commenters responding to
the question 11 answered “‘yes’” (Mazda,
Advocates, Mitsubishi, VW, GM,

Chrysler, AAMA, Mercedes, BMW,
Ford, and Volvo). Only Toyota said
“no.” In general, the commenters stated
that the FMVSS No. 214 side impact test
conditions are more representative of
real-world accidents than the current
FMVSS No. 301 side impact test
requirements. GM and AAMA also
suggested allowing the FMVSS No. 214
test as an optional test to the FMVSS
No. 301 side impact test. In contrast,
Toyota stated that available accident
data do not demonstrate the need to
replace the FMVSS No. 301 test with the
FMVSS No. 214 test.

B. Origin of Fires

The origin of fire in vehicle crashes
needs to be understood better to help
define possible countermeasures and
performance requirements.

The agency’s NASS collects
information on the origin of fires in
towed light vehicles. NASS classifies
fires as either minor or major. Fires were
classified as major if they involved the
whole passenger compartment or
several different compartments such as
the engine compartment, trunk
compartment, undercarriage, etc.
Approximately 65 percent of crash-
induced light vehicle “major” fires
began in the engine compartment, 28
percent began in the fuel tank or another
part of the fuel system, which includes
the fuel supply lines, vent lines, and
tank filler neck, and seven percent
others.

A recently published British article
also concluded that the engine
compartment was the most common
source of fires. This was attributed to
the varied electrical and mechanical
systems. The article stated that:
“Investigators found that a
disproportionately high number of
crash/collision fires start in cars built
after 1985—especially where the
vehicles are fitted with a fuel-injection
system. The investigations also showed
that fuel line integrity was more at risk
from heat and fire than from impact
damage.” (Ref: “CACFOA Urges Action
by Car Manufacturers on Fire Risks,”
Fire Prevention, October 1992.)

C. Vehicle Age and Fires

Both the FMVSS No. 301 evaluation
report referenced in the December 14,
1992, Request for Comments notice and
more recent analysis of real-world crash
results indicate that older vehicles
involved in crashes represent a
disproportionate number of cases in
which there was a fire compared to
newer crash vehicles. The agency’s
FARS analysis showed that vehicle age
has a statistically significant
relationship to fire in fatal crashes. The

agency is conducting an extensive
statistical analysis of fire occurrence in
fatal and other crashes, as a function of
the factors that may influence the
likelihood of post-collision vehicle fires.
Fire occurrence in FARS was examined
in fatal crashes with any occurrence of
a fire and in those crashes for which the
fire was the “Most Harmful Event.”
Preliminary results indicate that as
vehicles (especially passenger cars) age,
the likelihood of a fatal fire increases.
The preliminary findings also indicate
that while trucks involved in fatal
crashes have a somewhat higher rate of
fire occurrence than cars, there is not an
increase in the likelihood of fire as light
trucks age.

Preliminary findings indicate that for
cars, light trucks, and vans as a group
and with all other factors held constant,
a vehicle that is ten years older than
another is on average, 29.3 percent more
likely to be involved in a fatal fire. Most
of this increase is found in cars.
Although there is an indication that as
light trucks and vans age the probability
of a fire increases in fatal crashes, the
estimated increase is less than the
increase for cars only. However, the
number of cases in the current data base
is insufficient to produce statistically
significant results using vehicle age as a
variable.

The combined data for cars, light
trucks, and vans do not suggest any
relationship between vehicle age and
likelihood of involvement in a fatal
crash where the most harmful event is
fire. Nevertheless, post-crash fires
should be avoided to the extent
practicable. The possible effect of
vehicle aging, therefore may need to be
addressed in an upgrade of FMVSS No.
301.

To address the problems associated
with older vehicles, requirements may
need to address such factors as
corrosion, stress cracking, fatigue, and
mechanical damage. Various aging tests
are available, such as the Salt Spray
(Fog) Test (ASTM B117), Humidity Test,
Laboratory Cyclic Testing and
Electrochemical Testing to simulate
corrosive environments. However, if the
problem of aging in relation to fuel
system leakage and fires were attributed
to cracking of fuel hoses, etc. then there
are other options. Standards with
performance requirements for aging of
fuel lines and tanks may be one
approach to mitigating this problem.

A question related to this subject was
posed in the December 1992 notice.
Eight commenters did not support
setting up an aging test standard within
FMVSS No. 301 (Mazda, Mitsubishi,
Toyota, GM, AAMA, Mercedes, BMW,
and Ford). Advocates and Volvo



18572

Federal Register / Vol. 60, No. 70 / Wednesday, April 12, 1995 / Proposed Rules

supported a component test procedure
for aging. VW opposed aging tests on a
total vehicle basis but not for
components.

Mitsubishi indicated that the design
of various replacement parts, their
materials and conditions of use and
exposure will all vary, and it is not
practical to set up a standard specifying
time or mileage limits for each part.
BMW stated that age-related degradation
can occur not only in fuel system
components, but also in other parts,
components, and structures and could
be a significant factor related to
degradation, along with differences in
vehicle use, operational and
environmental conditions and
maintenance.

Mazda, VW, and Volvo recommended
periodic inspection or replacement of
certain fuel system components. Mazda
recommended it be performed by the
vehicle owner and VW suggested
upgraded periodic inspections for
vehicle condition be performed under
local or state government programs.
Mazda also stated that, in the long term,
durability testing of critical fuel system
components may be advisable.

Advocates strongly supported
simulation of fuel system component
deterioration and overall system
performance loss due to aging effects.
Advocates suggested utilizing test
standards to detect the deleterious
effects of aging and/or exposure to
operating or environmental conditions
that degrade fuel system integrity.

The agency requests specific
comments on the wisdom and
practicability of adopting existing test
procedures or developing new
component test procedures related to
aging effects. Individual fuel system
components could be evaluated using
accelerated aging or corrosion treatment
tests.

Phased Rulemaking Approach

Based on the above discussions and
preliminary analyses, the agency is
considering research and rulemaking
activities to amend FMVSS No. 301 to
address the following areas:

1. The definition of performance
criteria for fuel system components
directed at mitigating the cause and
spread of vehicle fires.

2. The modification of the existing
FMVSS No. 301 crash test procedures
and performance criteria to better
simulate the events that lead to serious
injury and fatalities in fires.

3. The definition of the role of
environmental and aging factors such as
corrosion and vibration as it affects fuel
system integrity, and, if appropriate, the

specification of performance criteria
related to this area.

The agency is considering whether to
initiate rulemaking using a phased
approach. The basis of this approach
lies in the varying complexity of
addressing the different issues listed
above. The initial phase would focus on
requirements for component
performance, the second phase would
address system performance, and the
third phase would deal with issues
related to environmental and aging
effects.

Phase 1: Component Level Performance
A. Objectives of Component Approach

The first phase would focus on the
specification of performance criteria, at
a component level, to attempt to ensure
that the flow of fuel from the fuel tank
or fuel lines will stop in a crash. It
would also focus on minimizing the
possibility of an electrical spark of
sufficient intensity to act as an ignition
source. These specifications would
primarily affect fires that originate in
the engine compartment. However, they
would also help to shut off the fuel flow
for all crash modes, including a rollover
crash.

Shutting off the fuel flow quickly
during or immediately after a crash will
eliminate a major fire and fuel source
and therefore should both reduce fire
incidents and limit the spread of fire, if
one were to start. It also appears that
many new vehicles incorporate different
techniques for addressing this problem.
An electric current shut-off device
would minimize the possibility of a
spark. The performance associated with
the fuel shut-off and the electric current
shut-off devices can be incorporated
into the present crash tests in FMVSS
No. 301 or other compliance tests such
as those conducted as part of FMVSS
No. 214.

As discussed below, the agency is also
seeking comment about component test
requirements for fuel tanks, fuel pumps,
the vehicle’s electrical system, and
engine fire extinguishes.

The agency requests information on
the performance, cost, and practicability
aspects of various systems in shutting
off the fuel flow and the electric power.
The agency also requests comments on
ways to develop a practicable test
procedure and to define specific criteria
with sufficient objectivity that test
variability is reduced to a minimum. In
the event that other, more appropriate,
component tests would satisfy the
objectives of the Phase 1 effort,
interested parties are requested to
provide this information to the agency.

B. Components Now in Use

The agency believes that technology
already exists for detecting and
identifying conditions when the fuel
flow should be shut off. Most new
vehicles sold in the United States are
already equipped with devices that shut
off the fuel pump in any collision that
causes the engine to stop.

In some vehicles, sensors detect the
consequence of severe engine damage
(rotation stops for camshaft, crankshaft
or alternator) and immediately shut off
the fuel pump. Often, signals from more
than one sensor are used to determine
if the engine has stopped running and
the decision for fuel pump shut-off is
left up to the vehicle’s onboard
computer (such as the Engine Control
Unit or Electronic Control Module).
Manufacturers also use a “‘central’ for
collecting and routing crash signals
through a central collision detection
bus.

Other vehicles are equipped with an
inertia switch. Inertia switches can be
used to shut off the fuel flow as well as
the electric current. Inertia switches
operate on sudden impact to open the
electrical circuit to the fuel pump or the
battery during the crash. An inertia
switch can be designed to operate at
various levels of impact intensity and
direction, and thus could be effective in
all crash modes.

The agency requests information on
the different components used in
vehicles for shutting off the fuel flow or
electric current.

C. Component Test Procedures

Fuel system components must operate
in a real-world environment surrounded
by extreme conditions imposed by
modern engine technology. The
materials and parts used to assemble
fuel system components are already
subject to manufacturers’ specifications,
often derived from or directly related to
other engineering standards such as the
publications of the American Society for
Testing and Materials (ASTM). Some of
the test requirements are generic to
many of the ASTM standards, for
example: vibration, shock, endurance
testing, temperature cycling,
temperature extremes, compatibility
with other materials, etc.

Comments are requested regarding the
extent and scope of component test
requirements that should be developed
as part of the FMVSS No. 301.

The agency has identified the
following fuel system and vehicle
components as potential candidates for
this approach:

a. Fuel tank, including filler pipe
b. Fuel pump(s)
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c. Vehicle’s electrical system
d. Engine fire retardant/extinguisher

The agency has not included fuel
lines in this proposed list because the
potential to shut down the entire fuel
delivery system when the fuel pump
shuts down already exists. Comments
are requested about this decision.

a. Fuel tank, including filler pipe.
During a vehicle crash, the fuel tank
may receive crash forces great enough to
move or dislodge the tank from its
mountings and/or to rupture the tank. If
the tank moves significantly, the filler
pipe, which is attached to the vehicle
body to provide access during refueling,
may rupture or break away. If the filler
pipe ruptures, fuel could spill. Fuel
spillage can be expected under some
crash conditions even if the fuel pump
is shut off.

One concept would include a check
valve located in the filler pipe that is
normally closed to prevent fuel flow but
that would open automatically during
refueling. For example, inserting of the
pump filler nozzle could cause the
closed check valve to open to permit
fuel flow; withdrawing the nozzle
would cause the valve to close.

Another concept would use a check
valve similar in function to the valves
used on heavy truck crossover fuel
lines. Applied to the filler neck, this
concept would require a large valve,
normally open, that would close
automatically upon detachment of the
filler neck due to a crash.

Comments are requested on how filler
check valves should be evaluated during
safety compliance tests. For example:

1. Should the filler valve pass a
simple go no-go test or should the valve
be subjected to many cycles of
operation?

2. What test condition would be
appropriate for filler check valves:
dynamic pendulum or other impact
tests?

3. What are the critical engineering
parameters that would characterize the
proper operation of a filler pipe check
valve?

4. Are there alternative ways to
control spillage from broken filler
pipes?

b. Fuel pump(s). Today’s passenger
cars, light trucks, and vans use
electrically operated fuel delivery
pumps almost exclusively. Some
electric fuel pumps shut down if certain
engine operating parameters, such as
crankshaft rotation, indicate that the
engine has stopped. The agency is
interested in how manufacturers use
engine sensing to control fuel pump
operation and under what conditions
the fuel pump is shut off. Specifically:

1. Is current sensing time response
adequate to prevent fuel spillage? If not,
what would improve response time?

2. How does cessation of engine
rotation typically relate to the frontal
crash pulse; i.e., after engine
disintegration begins, how long does it
take for the rotating parts to stop?

3. During this time interval, how
much fuel spillage could occur,
assuming that the crash has damaged
the fuel lines, making fuel spillage
imminent?

4. How would sensing engine rotation
provide benefit to vehicles involved in
a rear impact? rollover? side impact? in
any crash where engine damage may be
slight?

5. With regard to vehicle rollover,
would a separate rollover switch
prevent fuel spillage? Could this
function be practicably combined in a
single switch that would respond to all
crash modes?

6. Does fuel pump shut-off prevent
gravity-induced fuel flow through the
pump?

7. Should a single fuel pump cutoff
switch be used to replace the functions
currently performed by sensing engine
rotational parameters?

8. What advantages/disadvantages
would such an installation incur? Some
manufacturers currently use inertia
switches to interrupt the flow of
electricity to the fuel pump when a
crash is sensed, thereby causing the fuel
pump to shut down.

1. Could an inertial switch be
substituted for the systems that sense
engine shut down to disable fuel
pumping?

2. Under what conditions would such
a substitution be impracticable or too
costly?

3. What sensitivity of operation
should an effective inertia switch have?

4. Can inertia switches be
manufactured with sufficient durability
and reliability to function for long
periods of time unattended in a
relatively harsh automotive
environment?

5. Are there any other features of an
inertia switch that would be detrimental
to occupant safety; e.g., what measures
must an occupant take to restart the
vehicle after an inertia switch has
stopped fuel flow?

The agency is also interested if
manufacturers or others have any
alternative techniques for
accomplishing fuel shut-off during a
crash.

c. Vehicle’s electrical system. Other
means exist to cause the fuel pump to
shut down in a crash. For example, a
battery shut-off device could remove all
electrical power from the vehicle at the

onset of a crash. However, battery shut-
off may have unintended consequences
if electrically operated door locks or
windows are rendered inoperative
during a crash. Comments are requested
regarding the relative costs and
practicability of battery shut-off devices.

d. Engine fire retardant/extinguisher.
After ignition takes place, vehicle fires
could be controlled or extinguished if
the proper equipment were available
and functioning. Examples of
equipment that could help control or
extinguish a fire include an onboard fire
extinguisher mounted in the engine
compartment and fire retardant
blankets. A fire extinguisher using
carbon dioxide or other gaseous
mixtures could be operated by means of
existing vehicle sensors (such as the
inertia switch) or by other signals. Fire
retardant blankets attached underneath
the vehicle’s hood could drop down
onto the engine to smother a fire in the
event of a crash. Comments are
requested on the costs and practicability
of these concepts.

Phase 2: System Level Performance

The second phase would focus on the
process of defining upgraded crash test
performance for frontal, side, and rear
impacts. The present crash tests
specified in FMVSS No. 301 require a
frontal fixed barrier impact at 30 mph
(48.3 kmph), a moving barrier impact of
20 mph (32.2 kmph) into the side of a
stationary vehicle, and a moving barrier
impact of 30 mph (48.3 kmph) into the
rear of a stationary vehicle.

From the information discussed in
this notice, it appears that the present
tests in FMVSS No. 301 may not be
representative of the severity of the
crash conditions associated with fatal
and severe injury-causing fires.
However, it is difficult at this time to
define specific upgrades to these crash
conditions without further tests. Some
potential tests that appear promising for
upgrading FMVSS No. 301 test
procedures are the offset/oblique tests in
the frontal mode, the FMVSS No. 214
offset barrier in the rear test mode and
a pole impact or FMVSS No. 214 barrier
for the side impact.

As identified in the GESAC study, a
key objective for such tests may be to
limit the engagement to a narrower area
than engaged with current barriers. The
specific crash conditions that cause fuel
system loss of integrity must be defined,
along with an understanding of which
crashes would be survivable if fire was
avoided. Accident data analyses and
crash testing are being considered to
further explore these issues, which is
expected to be the second phase of
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rulemaking, which may be conducted
concurrently with the first phase.

The agency requests comments on the
performance aspects and practicability
of this approach.

Phase 3: Environmental and Aging
Effects

The third phase would explore the
issue of environmental and aging effects
on vehicle condition and the possible
relationship to fire occurrence. The
agency’s preliminary analyses of FARS
and State accident files indicate that the
likelihood of fire increases with the age
of the vehicle. The analysis also
attempted to determine the possible
differences, if any, in the occurrence of
fire in fatal crashes in states that
typically experience more inclement
weather (i.e., snow and ice) and as a
result, use more salt and other corrosive
substances on public roadways, when
compared to other states.

Passenger cars registered in the “salt
belt” states and involved in fatal crashes
were found to have an approximately 25
percent greater rate of fire occurrence in
fatal crashes, compared with passenger
cars in fatal crashes in the ““sun belt”
states. (It should be noted that when the
fire itself was deemed to be the most
harmful event in the vehicle, the “salt
belt” states had a lower rate compared
to the “‘sun belt” states.) It is not clear
at this time whether this possible
relationship between vehicle aging,
weather and use of salt and similar
substances and fire occurrence may be
due to environmental characteristics, to
changes in vehicle design, to differences
in operator characteristics, or a
combination of these factors. If this
disparity can be attributed to
environmental factors, it may be
possible to add environmental tests,
such as corrosion, to FMVSS No. 301.

Further work is needed to associate
vehicle fires with environmental and
aging factors and to define possible
performance tests. Because of this, the

agency is considering addressing this
problem in a third phase of rulemaking.

The agency requests comments on
this phased approach. This approach
may be implemented either sequentially
or concurrently, depending on the
timing of the research.

Rulemaking Analyses

NHTSA has considered the impact of
this rulemaking action under Executive
Order 12866 and the Department of
Transportation’s regulatory policies and
procedures. The agency has determined
that this notice is significant under
Department’s policies and procedures.
The agency notes that the increase in
vehicle production costs and
corresponding increases in consumer
costs that would result from upgrading
the requirements of FMVSS No. 301
would depend on the stringency and
nature of the new requirements and the
extent to which present and planned
new production vehicles would already
meet them, i.e., the type and extent of
vehicle changes that would be
necessary. Since the agency is still in
the research and analysis phase of the
rulemaking, including assessing new
vehicle hardware and fuel system crash
integrity, it cannot provide a cost
estimate at this time. Nevertheless, a
more comprehensive discussion of this
notice’s cost impacts is discussed in the
Preliminary Regulatory Evaluation,
which has been placed in the public
docket.

Submission of Comments

Interested persons are invited to
submit comments on the proposal. It is
requested but not required that 10
copies be submitted. All comments
must not exceed 15 pages in length (49
CFR 553.21). Necessary attachments
may be appended to these submissions
without regard to the 15-page limit. This
limitation is intended to encourage
commenters to detail their primary
arguments in a concise fashion.

If a commenter wishes to submit
certain information under a claim of
confidentiality, three copies of the
complete submission, including
purportedly confidential business
information, should be submitted to the
Chief Counsel, NHTSA, at the street
address given above, and seven copies
from which the purportedly confidential
information has been deleted should be
submitted to the Docket Section. A
request for confidentiality should be
accompanied by a cover letter setting
forth the information specified in the
agency’s confidential business
information regulation 49 CFR Part 512.

All comments received before the
close of business on the comment
closing date indicated above will be
considered, and will be available for
examination in the docket at the above
address both before and after that date.
To the extent possible, comments filed
after the closing date will also be
considered. Comments received too late
for consideration in regard to the
ANPRM will be considered as
suggestions for further rulemaking
action. Since NHTSA will continue to
file relevant information as it becomes
available in the docket after the closing
date, it is recommended that interested
persons continue to examine the docket
for new material.

Those persons desiring to be notified
upon receipt of their comments in the
rules docket should enclose a self-
addressed, stamped postcard in the
envelope with their comments. Upon
receiving the comments, the docket
supervisor will return the postcard by
mail.

Issued on April 6, 1995.
Barry Felrice,

Associate Administrator for Safety
Performance Standard.

[FR Doc. 95-9025 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-59-P
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ADMINISTRATIVE CONFERENCE OF
THE UNITED STATES

Committee on Judicial Review

ACTION: Notice of public meeting.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to the Federal
Advisory Committee Act (Pub. L. 92—
463), notice is hereby given of a meeting
of the Committee on Judicial Review of
the Administrative Conference of the
United States.

Date: Monday, April 24, 1995, at 2:30
p.m.

Location: Office of the Chairman,
Administrative Conference of the
United States, Suite 500, 2120 L Street,
NW., Washington, DC (Library 5th
Floor).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mary Candace Fowler, Office of the
Chairman, Administrative Conference of
the United States, Suite 500, 2120 L
Street, NW, Washington, DC 20037.
Telephone: (202) 254—-7020.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
meeting is to continue discussion of (1)
draft recommendations based on a
report by Professor William Kovacic,
visiting at American University, on
choice of forum in government contract
bid protest disputes; and (2) a draft
report by Professor Michael Healy of the
University of Kentucky on preclusion of
pre-enforcement judicial review in
Superfund cases.

Dated: April 7, 1995.
Jeffrey S. Lubbers,
Research Director.
[FR Doc. 95-9063 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6110-01-W

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Foreign Agriculture Service

Agricultural Policy Advisory
Committees for Trade, et al.

AGENCY: Foreign Agricultural Service,
USDA.

ACTION: Reestablishment of Agricultural
Advisory Committees for Trade.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that
the Secretary of Agriculture, after
consultation with the United States
Trade Representative, has reestablished
the following advisory committees:
Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee
for Trade and five separate Agricultural
Technical Advisory Committees (ATAC)
for Trade in: Fruits and Vegetables;
Animals and Animal Products; Grains,
Feed, and Oilseeds; Tobacco, Cotton,
and Peanuts; Sweeteners. The purpose
of these committees is to provide advice
to the Secretary and the U.S. Trade
Representative with respect to the trade
policy of the United States pursuant to
section 135(c) of the Trade Act of 1974
(Pub. L. 93-618) as amended. Meetings
of these committees will be open to the
public, unless the Secretary or the Trade
Representative otherwise determine that
the committees will be discussing issues
the disclosure of which justify closing
such meetings or portions thereof in
accordance with matters listed in
section 552(c) of Title 5 of the United
States Code.

The renewal of such committees is in
the public interest in connection with
the duties of the Department imposed
by the Trade Act of 1974, as amended.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Comments regarding the
reestablishment of these committees
should be addressed to John Winski or
Denise Burgess, Foreign Agricultural
Service, United States Department of
Agriculture, Room 5065-S, Washington,
DC 20250-1000.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant
to the Federal Advisory Committee Act
(5 U.S.C. Appendix), notice is hereby
given that the Secretary of Agriculture
and the United States Trade
Representative are reestablishing the
Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee
for Trade and the Agricultural Technical
Advisory Committees for Trade. In
1974, Congress established a private
sector advisory committee system to
ensure that U.S. trade policy and trade

negotiation objectives adequately reflect
U.S. commercial and economic
interests. Congress expanded and
enhanced the role of this system in three
subsequent trade acts. The private sector
advisory system now consists of almost
40 committees, arranged in three tiers;
The President’s Advisory Committee on
Trade and Policy Negotiations (ACTPN);
seven policy advisory committees,
including the Agricultural Policy
Advisory Committee for Trade (APAC);
and more than 30 technical advisory
committees including the Agricultural
Technical Advisory Committees for
Trade (ATACSs). The duties of the APAC
are to provide the Secretary and the
Trade Representative with advice
concerning: negotiating objectives and
bargaining positions before entering into
a trade agreement; the operation of an
agreement once entered into; and other
matters arising in connection with the
administration of the trade policy of the
United States. The duties of the ATACs
are to provide advice and information
regarding trade issues which affect both
domestic and foreign production and
trade concerning the respective
agricultural commodities, drawing upon
the technical competence and
experience of its members. Each
committee is required to meet at the
conclusion of negotiations for each trade
agreement entered into under the Act to
provide a report on such agreement to
the President, to Congress, and to the
U.S. Trade Representative. The APAC
consists of 50 members. The members
elect a chairperson from the
membership of the committee. The
Assistant to the Administrator, Foreign
Agricultural Service, and the Assistant
U.S. Trade Representative,
Intergovernmental Affairs and Public
Liaison, Office of the U.S. Trade
Representative, are the Committee’s
Joint Executive Secretaries. Each of the
ATACs consist of approximately 25
members. The members of each
committee elect a chairperson from the
membership of the committee. A full-
time Federal Officer or employee of the
Foreign Agricultural Service shall serve
as the Executive Secretary of each
Technical Advisory Committee. Each
committee is chartered for a period of
two years, at which time all
appointments expire. Reappointments
are made at the discretion of the
Secretary and of the U.S.Trade
Representative.
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Issued at Washington, DC this 31st day of
March.

Wardell Townsend, Jr.,

Assistant Secretary for Administration.
[FR Doc. 95-9006 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-10-M

Rural Housing and Community
Development Service

Submission of Information Collection
to OMB (Under Paperwork Reduction
Act and 5 CFR Part 1320)

AGENCY: Rural Housing and Community
Development Service, USDA.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The information collection
requirements described below have
been submitted to Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) for expedited
clearance under 5 CFR 1320.18. The
RHCDS solicits comments on the subject
submission. This action is necessary in
order for RHCDS to inform Multiple
Family Housing program borrowers
with Section 8 project-based housing
subsidy who signed RHCDS interest
credit agreements prior to October 27,
1980, that RHCDS may have improperly
reduced benefits under the interest
credit agreement. Each affected
borrower will be advised of available
options, ranging from reversal of certain
previous RHCDS actions and retroactive
application of certain collections to the
borrower’s loan account. Each affected
borrower will be given the opportunity
to request correction of the application
of interest credit subsidy to their loan
account. The intended effect is to
restore the affected borrower accounts to
their correct accounting status.
ADDRESSES: Interested persons are
invited to submit comments regarding
this submission. Comments should refer
to the proposal by name and should be
sent to: Lisa Grove, USDA Desk Officer,
Office of Management and Budget, New
Executive Office Building, Washington,
DC 20503.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
William F. Daniel, Senior Loan Officer,
Multiple Family Housing Servicing and
Property Management Division, RHCDS,
Ag Box 0782, 14th and Independence
Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20250,
Telephone (202) 720-1619.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: RHCDS
has submitted this proposal for
collection of information to OMB for
expedited clearance as required by the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
Chapter 35). The supporting statement
attached explains the need for informing
affected borrowers and requesting them
to advise RHCDS concerning their

choice of available options in servicing
their loan account.

Authority: Section 3507 of the Paperwork
Reduction Act, 44 U.S.C. 3507.

Supporting Statement

Notification of Choice of Options for
Borrowers with Section 515/8 and
Interest Credit Agreements Signed
before October 27, 1980.

Justification

1. The Rural Housing and Community
Development Service (RHCDS),
successor in part to the Farmers Home
Administration (FmHA), is authorized
under sections 515 and 521 of title V of
the Housing Act of 1949, to provide
loans and grants to eligible recipients
(borrowers) for the development of rural
rental housing to benefit very-low and
low-income rural residents. By
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
dated June 23, 1976, the Secretaries of
Agriculture and Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) agreed that HUD’s
Section 8 project-based subsidy program
could be combined with the FmHA
Section 515 program to reduce shelter
cost for the beneficiaries (tenants).

On October 27, 1980, FmHA initially
issued its regulations [7 CFR part 1930,
subpart C (0575-0033)] for the
““Management and Supervision of
Multiple Family Housing Borrowers and
Grant Recipients.” Exhibit C of this
regulation stipulated conditions that
permit the Agency to require the
borrower to deposit any excess funds
from the subsidy stream into the project
reserve account should the HUD Section
8 rent rate exceed rent rates approved by
FmHA. In the event the reserve account
built to a level exceeding a required
amount, FmHA was then permitted to
reduce or cancel any interest credit that
FmHA provided in meeting its
agreement with HUD as stipulated in
the MOU. The intended effect was to
avoid double subsidy by the Federal
Government, namely Interest Credit by
FmHA and Section 8 by HUD, for the
same span of subsidy need.

During its administration of the
combined loan and subsidy programs,
FmHA established six interest credit
agreement forms as the program
regulations developed. In 1994, a
challenge to the Agency’s ability to
reduce or cancel interest credit was filed
in Federal court. RHCDS has reviewed
all interest credit agreement forms and
regulations, including those previously
used. RHCDS concluded that any
interest credit agreement signed before
October 27, 1980, does not support
reduction or cancellation of interest
credit, collection of overage, or
requiring any excess funds to be

deposited in the project reserve account
resulting from HUD Section 8 rent
adjustments, with one exception which
is described in the Administrative
Notice for the October 13, 1977, interest
credit agreement form.

RHCDS intends to issue an
Administrative Notice (AN) to all Acting
State Directors and District Directors for
Rural Economic and Community
Development (RECD), who have
oversight responsibility for RHCDS
programs. The AN will explain the
background of factors leading to the
conclusion that interest credit
agreements signed before October 27,
1980, lack basis for RHCDS or its
predecessor Agency, FmHA, to cancel or
reduce interest credit, collect overage
and require deposit of excess subsidy
funds in a project reserve account. The
AN will explain the correct
administration of interest credit
agreements for each of the six versions
of the agreement form ever used.

Each RECD servicing office (District
Office) will be directed to identify all
Section 515 multiple family housing
loan accounts that have Section 8
project-based subsidy. Attachment 1 of
the AN contains the wording of the
notice to be sent by certified mail to
each identified loan account borrower.
The borrower will have certain choices
to request retroactive processing of their
loan account or to maintain status quo.
Attachment 2 of the AN contains the
language of the response that each
affected borrower is asked to return to
the servicing office by close of business,
December 29, 1995, for corrective
processing. The public burden will
involve the borrower reading
Attachment 1, considering choices, and
responding to the RECD servicing office,
using Attachment 2.

2. The purpose of Attachment 2 of the
AN will be to allow affected borrowers
to inform the RECD servicing office one
time of their choice of available options
in the servicing of their loan account.
The servicing office will process, within
60 calendar days of receipt, any requests
for retroactive application of loan
payments and overage that was
collected by RHCDS. The loan payments
and overage will be reapplied as of the
date they were originally applied. Such
reapplication will have the effect of
paying borrower loan accounts ahead of
schedule. The servicing office will
honor any request to have RHCDS cease
the requirement of depositing excess
rent in the project reserve account.
Should the borrower choose to continue
with the current loan servicing
arrangement, no further action by
RHCDS will be required other than to
file the completed Attachment 2 reply
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in the borrower casefile. If the collection
of information were not to take place
using Attachment 2, considerable cost to
RHCDS and the borrower would result
because of the time it would require for
each servicing office to call each
affected borrower, explain the content of
the AN and solicit a verbal response.
Documentation of borrower choices
would be seriously weakened by not
using Attachment 2.

3. RHCDS is currently working with
industry representatives to establish a
fully automated interface in
communication between servicing office
and borrower. It is not yet available for
use with this information collection
effort.

4. Duplication is not a factor in this
one-time information collection effort.
RHCDS has no way of knowing what
each borrower will select from among
the available choice of options in
servicing their loan account. Such
information will be the result of a
conscious conclusion of variable
considerations known only to each
borrower.

5. The information collection will
affect small businesses and
organizations. The Attachment 1 notice
to borrower and the Attachment 2
response to the servicing office is
succinct, consisting of only four pages
containing self-explanatory information.

6. This will be a one-time collection
of information and will not be repeated.

7. This information collection effort is
consistent with the provisions of 5 CFR
1320.6.

8. The following organizations and
points of contact were consulted
January 27—February 3, 1995, to obtain
their views and insights on the
availability of data for this one-time
collection, clarity of instructions and
recordkeeping, disclosure and format of
Attachment 2 and the data elements to
be reported:

a. Johanna Shreve, Rural Housing
Council, National Association of
Home Builders, 1201 15th Street,
NW., Washington, D.C. 20005,
Telephone 202-822—-0236 —

b. Anna Moser, Council for Rural
Housing and Development, 1300 19th
Street, NW., Suite 410, Washington,
D.C. 20037, Telephone 202—-296-5159

c. Herb Collins, Boston Capital, 313
Congress Street, Boston,
Massachusetts, 02210-1231,
Telephone 617-330-0072

d. Art Collings, Housing Assistance
Council, Inc., 1025 Vermont Avenue,
NW., Suite 606, Washington, D.C.
20005
No major problems were noted during

the consultations that cannot be

resolved.

9. Discussions were held in
professional confidence in generic
terms; no particular individual borrower
or loan account was discussed.

10.— There are no questions in this
information collection that are of a
sensitive nature, such as sexual
behavior, religious beliefs, and other
matters commonly considered private.

11. The cost to the Federal
Government and to the respondents will
occur only one time, thus the estimates
of cost shown in this justification are
the one-time cost rather than annualized
as it would be for an on-going public
burden.

The average RHCDS administrative
cost is $27.40 per employee hour. This
cost is a composite of salary and
employment benefits and RHCDS
overhead. The RHCDS cost per
respondent is estimated at $54.40 for 2
hours of work for each respondent; total
cost is estimated at $34,598.

In consultation with the contacts
described in Item 8, RHCDS estimates
each respondent will devote an average
of 2 hours at an average cost of $30.00
per hour to respond. The cost per
respondent for this one-time
information collection is estimated at
$60.00; total cost is estimated at
$38,160.

12.—RHCDS estimates there are 636
respondents who will respond to the
information collection effort. The
collection of information will occur
only one time. Attachment 1 of the AN
will be sent by certified mail to inform
each respondent about three choices of
options. Attachment 2 of the AN will be
used as the response document on
which the respondent will identify their
choice of each option.

The Federal burden estimate is 2
hours on average to prepare
Attachments 1 and 2 of the AN, send
them by certified mail, and receive and
process each response using Agency
automation systems. The public burden
estimate is 2 hours on average to receive
Attachments 1 and 2 of the AN, read,
comprehend, seek and receive
professional consultation, make a
decision and respond using Attachment

13. This is the first and only time this
burden will be necessary. This is a
unique burden rather than a reoccurring
burden, thus there are no changes in
burden.

14.— Data collected will not be
published.

Attachment 1—Guide Letter

Certified Mail—Return Receipt Requested

Addressee
(Insert Section 515/8 Borrower Name and

Address)

Reference: (Project Name)

Dear (Borrower): You have been identified
by the Rural Housing and Community
Development Service (RHCDS) as a borrower
that may be entitled to a reversal of actions
previously taken in the administration of
your loan account. Your loan documents
include an interest credit agreement that was
signed before October 27, 1980. The interest
credit agreement was executed in
conjunction with a Housing Assistance
Payment Contract (Section 8 subsidy)
administered by the Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD).

In the course of administering your loan
account, RHCDS, formerly known as the
Farmers Home Administration (FmHA),
cancelled or reduced the amount of interest
credit provided by the Agency, and/or
required you to pay overage to offset interest
credit to prevent the Federal Government
from providing a double subsidy to the
project. Additionally, you may have been
required to deposit excess HUD Section 8
subsidy in the project reserve account.

The Agency has determined in
retrospective review that the Agency should
not have taken certain actions in the past that
resulted in cancellation or reduction of
interest credit, payment of overage, and
deposit of excess HUD subsidy into the
project reserve account.

An exception to what has been stated thus
far in this letter will apply if you executed
Form FmHA 444-7 (Rev. 10-13-77),
“Interest Credit and Rental Assistance
Agreement,” before October 27, 1980, and the
third block of paragraph 2 of the agreement
was checked. In this instance, the Agency
had a legal basis to take the actions which
were taken.

At this time, RHCDS is offering you the
following options from which to choose:

1. Have RHCDS retroactively restore any
level of interest credit that was cancelled or
reduced, and retroactively remove any
previous overage charges;

2. Have RHCDS apply amounts equivalent
to each collection of the difference between
the original note payment under interest
credit, and the payment resulting from the
elimination of interest credit, and/or each
collected overage payment as regular
payments to the loan as of the date each
payment was originally applied. As a result,
the loan balance will show ahead of
schedule. The requirement to make regularly
scheduled monthly payments will continue;

3. Have RHCDS cease requiring you to
deposit excess funds from HUD rent
adjustments in the project reserve account; or

4. Continue with your current loan
servicing and payment arrangement with the
understanding that RHCDS cannot require
you to maintain the current arrangement.

The preceding options are offered to you
until December 29, 1995. RHCDS is allowing
time for you to evaluate the effects of
choosing any of the available options on the
finances of your project and/or your Federal
and State taxes. This offer will not extend
beyond December 29, 1995. It will not be
repeated nor will a change of choice be
permitted at a later date.

We ask that you complete the attached
Choice of Options and return it to this
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Servicing Office by close of
business,December 29, 1995. Our office will
process and submit your Choice of Options
within 60 days of receiving the request. If
you do not respond by this date, RHCDS will
continue with your current loan servicing
and payment arrangement.

Please note that RHCDS will not be
sending you a reminder to consider and
submit your Choice of Options. If you have
any questions, please contact us at (to be
filled in by the local RHCDS Servicing
Office).

Sincerely,

RHCDS Servicing Official

Attachment 2—Guide Letter

Notification of Choice of Options for
Borrowers With Section 515/8 and Interest
Credit Agreements Signed Before October 27,
1980

Dear RHCDS Servicing Office:
In response to your certified letter dated
, 1995, we have selected the

following options for the further servicing of
our loan account. We understand this is a
one-time offer by the Rural Housing and
Community Development Service (RHCDS)
and our choice of one of each of the
following categories is final and must be
received by RHCDS by close of business
December 29, 1995. We further understand
that adjustments to the loan account will not
be in the form of cash refunds from RHCDS.

Interest Credit

[ ]We choose to have RHCDS
retroactively reinstate interest credit to its
original level and retroactively have amounts
equivalent to each collection of the difference
between the original note payment under
interest credit and the payment resulting
from the elimination of interest credit be
applied as regular payments to the loan as of
the date each payment was originally
applied. We understand our loan account
will show as paid ahead of schedule after the
adjustment and we are to continue paying
regularly scheduled monthly loan payments.

[ 1 We choose to continue with
cancellation or reduction of interest credit as
a voluntary choice made now or in a
previous year.

Overage

[ 1We choose to have RHCDS
retroactively remove previous overage
charges and have amounts equivalent to each
collection of overage be applied as regular
payments to the loan as of the date each
payment was originally applied. We
understand our loan account will show as
paid ahead of schedule after the adjustment
and we are to continue paying regularly
scheduled monthly loan payments.

[ ] We choose to continue paying overage
as a voluntary choice made now or in a
previous year.

Deposit of Excess Rent in the Project Reserve
Account

[ ]1We choose to have RHCDS remove the
requirement of depositing excess rent in the
project reserve account, additionally:

[ ]We are a limited profit or nonprofit
borrower and we choose to apply any excess

rent and the amount in the reserve account
that is excess to the required reserve account
level adjusted for project life-cycle needs on
the loan account, or

[ 1We are a full profit borrower and we
choose to claim as profit any excess rent and
the amount in the reserve account that is
excess to the required reserve account level
adjusted for project life-cycle needs, subject
to approval by the RHCDS Servicing Office;
(or)

[ ] We choose to continue depositing the
excess rent in the project reserve account as
a voluntary choice made now or in a
previous year.

Sincerely,

(Borrower name and signature of borrower
official)

Public reporting for this collection of
information is estimated to average 2 hours
per response, including the time for
reviewing instructions, searching existing
data sources, gathering and maintaining the
data needed, and completing and reviewing
the collection of information. Send
comments regarding this burden estimate or
any other aspect of this collection of
information, including suggestions for
reducing this burden, to Department of
Agriculture, Clearance Officer, OIRM, AG
Box 7630, Washington, DC 20250; and to the
Office of Management and Budget,
Paperwork Reduction Project, (OMB No.
0575-0033), Washington, DC 20503. Please
do not return this form to either of these
addresses. Forward to RECD only.

Dated: March 28, 1995.
Maureen Kennedy,

Acting Administrator, Rural Housing and
Community Development Service.

[FR Doc. 95-8946 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-07-U

COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS

Agenda and Notice of Public Meeting
of the Florida Advisory Committee

Notice is hereby given, pursuant to
the provisions of the rules and
regulations of the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, that a meeting of the
Florida Advisory Committee to the
Commission will convene at 1:00 p.m.
and adjourn at 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday,
May 9, 1995, at the Hotel
Intercontinental, 100 Chopin Plaza,
Trinity Room, 2nd Floor, Miami, Florida
33131. The purpose of the meeting is to
provide orientation for the newly
appointed Committee, to update
members on the Commission, to discuss
a draft report on Racial and Ethnic
Tensions in Florida, and to discuss civil
rights developments in the State and
Nation.

Persons desiring additional
information, or planning a presentation
to the Committee, should contact
Committee Chairperson Rabbi Solomon

Agin, 813-433-0018, or Bobby D.
Doctor, Director of the Southern
Regional Office, 404—730-2476 (TDD
404-730-2481). Hearing-impaired
persons who will attend the meeting
and require the services of a sign
language interpreter should contact the
Regional Office at least five (5) working
days before the scheduled date of the
meeting.

The meeting will be conducted
pursuant to the provisions of the rules
and regulations of the Commission.

Dated at Washington, DC, April 5, 1995.
Carol-Lee Hurley,

Chief, Regional Programs Coordination Unit.
[FR Doc. 95-9001 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6335-01-P

Agenda and Notice of Public Meeting
of the Washington Advisory
Committee

Notice is hereby given, pursuant to
the provisions of the rules and
regulations of the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, that a meeting of the
Washington Advisory Committee to the
Commission will convene at 7 p.m. and
adjourn 8 p.m. on Thursday, June 8,
1995, at the 6th Avenue Inn, 2000 6th
Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98211. The
purpose of the meeting is to brief
Committee members on procedures and
presentors at the forum on June 9, 1995.
On Friday, June 9, 1995, the Committee
will convene at 9 a.m. and adjourn at 4
p.m. at the Convention Center, 800
Convention Center Place, Seattle,
Washington 98181. The purpose of the
meeting is to obtain information on
disproportionality in the administration
of justice for youth.

Persons desiring additional
information, or planning a presentation
to the Committee, should contact
Committee Chairperson William
Wassmuth, 206—-233-9136, or Philip
Montez, Director of the Western
Regional Office, 213-894-3437 (TDD
213-894-0508). Hearing-impaired
persons who will attend the meeting
and require the services of a sign
language interpreter should contact the
Regional Office at least five (5) working
days before the scheduled date of the
meeting.

The meeting will be conducted
pursuant to the provisions of the rules
and regulations of the Commission.

Dated at Washington, DC, April 5, 1995.
Carol-Lee Hurley,

Chief, Regional Programs Coordination Unit.
[FR Doc. 95-9000 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6335-01-P
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Amendment to Notice of Public
Meeting of the Utah Advisory
Committee

Notice is hereby given, pursuant to
the provisions of the rules and
regulations of the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, that a meeting of the Utah
Advisory Committee to the Commission
originally scheduled for Thursday, April
20, 1995, in Salt Lake City, Utah, has a
new date. The meeting will convene on
Tuesday, June 6, 1995. The purpose,
time, and address of the meeting remain
the same as previously published in the
Federal Register on March 31, 1995, FR
Doc 95-7912, 60 FR 16603.

Persons desiring additional
information should contact Ki-Taek
Chun, Acting Director of the Rocky
Mountain Regional Office, 303-866—
1040 (TDD 303-866—1049).

Dated at Washington, DC, April 7, 1995.
Carol-Lee Hurley,

Chief, Regional Programs Coordination Unit.
[FR Doc. 95-9126 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6335-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Bureau of Export Administration

Transportation and Related Equipment
Technical Advisory Committee; Notice
of Partially Closed Meeting

A meeting of the Transportation and
Related Equipment Technical Advisory
Committee will be held May 4, 1995,
9:00 a.m., in the Herbert C. Hoover
Building, Room 1617M(2), 14th Street
and Pennsylvania Avenue NW.,
Washington, DC. The Committee
advises the Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Export Administration
with respect to technical questions that
affect the level of export controls
applicable to transportation and related
equipment or technology.

General Session

. Opening remarks by the Chairman

. Introduction of members and guests

. Presentation of public papers or
comments

. Discussion on status of Export
Administration Regulations (EAR)

. Discussion on recent changes in the
nuclear and chemical weapons
control regimes that may affect the
transportation sector.

(&) » WN -

Executive Session

6. Discussion of matters properly classified
under Executive Order 12356, dealing with
the U.S. export control program and
strategic criteria related thereto.

The General Session of the meeting
will be open to the public and a limited

number of seats will be available. To the
extent time permits, members of the
public may present oral statements to
the Committee. Written statements may
be submitted at any time before or after
the meeting. However, to facilitate
distribution of public presentation
materials to Committee members, the
Committee suggests that you forward
your public presentation materials two
weeks prior to the meeting to the
following address: Ms. Lee Ann
Carpenter, TAC Unit/OAS/EA Room
3886C, Bureau of Export
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, Washington, DC 20230.

The Assistant Secretary for
Administration, with the concurrence of
the delegate of the General Counsel,
formally determined on December 22,
1994, pursuant to section 10(d) of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act, as
amended, that the series of meetings or
portions of meetings of the Committee
and of any Subcommittee thereof,
dealing with the classified materials
listed in 5 U.S.C. 552(c)(1) shall be
exempt from the provisions relating to
public meetings found in section 10
(a)(1) and (a)(3), of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act. The remaining series of
meetings or portions thereof will be
open to the public.

A copy of the Notice of Determination
to close meetings or portions of
meetings of the Committee is available
for public inspection and copying in the
Central Reference and Records
Inspection Facility, Room 6020, U.S.
Department of Commerce, Washington,
DC. For further information or copies of
the minutes call (202) 482—2583.

Dated: April 7, 1995.
Lee Ann Carpenter,
Director, Technical Advisory Committee Unit.
[FR Doc. 95-8972 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DT-M

Foreign-Trade Zones Board
[Docket 12-95]

Foreign-Trade Zone 22, Chicago,
lllinois Proposed Foreign-Trade
Subzone UNO-VEN Company (Oil
Refinery and Petroleum Coking
Complex) Will County, lllinois

An application has been submitted to
the Foreign-Trade Zones Board (the
Board) by the Illinois International Port
District, grantee of FTZ 22, requesting
special-purpose subzone status for the
oil refinery and petroleum coking
complex of the UNO-VEN Company
(joint-venture between VPHI Midwest,
Inc. (subsidiary of Petroleos de
Venezuela, S.A.), and Midwest 76, Inc.

(subsidiary of Union Oil Company of
California)), located in Will County,
Illinois (Chicago area). The application
was submitted pursuant to the
provisions of the Foreign-Trade Zones
Act, as amended (19 U.S.C. 81a—-81u),
and the regulations of the Board (15 CFR
part 400). It was formally filed on March
31, 1995.

The refinery complex (917 acres)
consists of 2 sites in Will County,
Ilinois: Site 1 (906 acres)—main
refinery complex located adjacent to the
Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal at
135th Street, in the Romeoville area,
some 30 miles southwest of Chicago
(includes on-site coking operation
jointly owned by UNO-VEN and
Lemont Carbon, Inc.); Site 2 (11 acres)—
UNO-VEN crude oil storage (546,000
barrel capacity) within Texaco Trading
and Transport Tank Farm, located at
301 West Second Street, Lockport.
Crude oil is transported from the tank
farm to the refinery via the Chicap
Pipeline.

The refinery (150,000 barrels per day;
730 employees) is used to produce fuels
and petrochemical feedstocks. Fuels
produced include gasoline, jet fuel,
kerosene, gas oil, diesel fuel, fuel oil,
residual fuels and naphthas.
Petrochemical feedstocks include
methane, ethane, mixed butanes,
benzene, toluene, xylene, and propane.
Refinery by-products include petroleum
coke. Almost all of the crude oil (88
percent of inputs), and some feedstocks
and motor fuel blendstocks are sourced
abroad.

Zone procedures would exempt the
refinery from Customs duty payments
on the foreign products used in its
exports. On domestic sales, the
company would be able to choose the
finished product duty rate
(nonprivileged foreign status—NPF) on
certain petrochemical feedstocks and
refinery by-products (duty-free). The
duty on crude oil ranges from 5.25¢ to
10.5¢/barrel. The application indicates
that the savings from zone procedures
would help improve the refinery’s
international competitiveness.

In accordance with the Board’s
regulations (as revised, 56 FR 50790—
50808, 10-8-91), a member of the FTZ
Staff has been designated examiner to
investigate the application and report to
the Board.

Public comment is invited from
interested parties. Submissions (original
and 3 copies) shall be addressed to the
Board’s Executive Secretary at the
address below. The closing period for
their receipt is June 12, 1995.

Rebuttal comments in response to
material submitted during the foregoing
period may be submitted during the
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subsequent 15-day period (to June 26,

1995).

A copy of the application and
accompanying exhibits will be available
for public inspection at each of the
following locations:

U.S. Department of Commerce District
Office, Xerox Center, Suite 2440, 55 E.
Monroe St., Chicago, IL 60603

Office of the Executive Secretary,
Foreign-Trade Zones Board, Room
3716, U.S. Department of Commerce,
14th & Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20230.

Dated: April 5, 1995.
John J. Da Ponte, Jr.,
Executive Secretary.
[FR Doc. 95-8985 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P

[Docket A(32b1)-4-95]

Foreign-Trade Zone 43—Battle Creek,
MI; Request for Export Manufacturing
Authority Lotte U.S.A., Inc. (Chewing
Gum)

An application has been submitted to
the Foreign-Trade Zones Board (the
Board) by the City of Battle Creek,
Michigan, grantee of FTZ 43, pursuant
to §400.32(b)(1) of the Board’s
regulations (15 CFR Part 400),
requesting authority on behalf of Lotte
U.S.A,, Inc. (subsidiary of Lotte
Company, Ltd., Japan), to manufacture
chewing gum under zone procedures for
export within FTZ 43. It was formally
filed on March 31, 1995.

Manufacturing approval is being
requested to permit the establishment of
a manufacturing for export operation
within FTZ 43 involving chewing gum.
Certain materials (accounting for less
that 20% of finished product value)
would be sourced from abroad,
including: Oil and powder-based
flavors, natural resin, polyvinyl acetate,
monoglyceroid, tea extract, and
kenponashi extract. U.S.-origin inputs
would include aspartame, gelatine and
natural rubber. All finished chewing
gum products made under zone
procedures would be exported.

Zone procedures would exempt Lotte
from Customs duty payments on the
foreign materials used in the export
activity. The operation will also require
authority from the U.S. Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) because certain
non-FDA approved materials would be
used in the products made for export,
and FDA will be consulted by the FTZ
Board.

In accordance with the Board’s
regulations, a member of the FTZ Staff
has been appointed examiner to

investigate the application and report to
the Board.

Public comment on the application is
invited from interested parties.
Submissions (original and three copies)
shall be addressed to the Board’s
Executive Secretary at the address
below. The closing period for their
receipt is May 12, 1995. Rebuttal
comments in response to material
submitted during the foregoing period
may be submitted during the subsequent
10-day period (to May 30, 1995).

A copy of the application and the
accompanying exhibits will be available
for public inspection at the following
location: Office of the Executive
Secretary, Foreign-Trade Zones Board,
U.S. Department of Commerce, Room
3716, 14th Street and Pennsylvania
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20230.

Dated: March 31, 1995.

John J. Da Ponte, Jr.,

Executive Secretary.

[FR Doc. 95-8986 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P

[Docket 9-94]

Foreign-Trade Zone 86—Tacoma,
Washington; Reissuance of Grant of
Authority

A joint request has been submitted to
the Foreign-Trade Zones Board (the
Board) by the Port of Tacoma
(Washington), grantee of FTZ 86, and
the Puyallup Tribal FTZ Corporation
(PTFTZ) for the reissuance of the grant
of authority for three parcels (125 acres)
within FTZ 86 to the PTFTZ. The
request was submitted pursuant to the
regulations of the Board (15 CFR Part
400). It was formally filed on March 11,
1994 and amended on March 17, 1995.

The three parcels are part of an area
recently transferred from the Port of
Tacoma to the Puyallup Indian Tribe
Council in accordance with the
Washington Indian Land Claims
Settlement Agreement (25 USC 1773) in
1991. This request would result in a
new zone project with PTFTZ as the
new grantee.

Public comment on the proposal is
invited from interested parties.
Submissions (original and 3 copies)
shall be addressed to the Board’s
Executive Secretary at the address
below. The closing period for their
receipt is May 30, 1995.

A copy of the application and
accompanying exhibits will be available
for public inspection at the following
locations:

Port of Tacoma, 1 Sitcum Plaza,

Tacoma, Washington 98421
Office of the Executive Secretary,

Foreign-Trade Zones Board, U.S.

Department of Commerce, Room
3716, 14th and Pennsylvania Avenue,
NW., Washington, DC 20230
Dated: April 5, 1995.
John J. Da Ponte, Jr.,
Executive Secretary.
[FR Doc. 95-8988 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P

[Docket 13-95]

Foreign-Trade Zone 41—Milwaukee, WI
Area Application for Expansion and
Request for Manufacturing Authority
(Children’s Books)

An application has been submitted to
the Foreign-Trade Zones Board (the
Board) by the Foreign Trade Zone of
Wisconsin, Ltd., grantee of FTZ 41,
requesting authority to expand FTZ 41
to include a general-purpose site in
Sturtevant, Wisconsin, and requesting
authority on behalf of Publications
International, Ltd. to assemble
children’s books within FTZ 41,
Milwaukee, Wisconsin area, within the
Milwaukee Customs port of entry. The
application was submitted pursuant to
the provisions of the Foreign-Trade
Zones Act, as amended (19 U.S.C. 8la—
81u), and the regulations of the Board
(15 CFR part 400). It was formally filed
on April 3, 1995. FTZ 41 was approved
on September 29, 1978 (Board Order
136, 43 FR 46887, 10/11/78). It currently
consists of 4 sites in the Milwaukee
area: Site 1 (300 acres)—within the Port
of Milwaukee complex; Site 2 (210,000
sq. ft.)—warehouse facility, 1925 E.
Kelly Lane, Cudahy; Site 3 (120 acres)—
West Allis Industrial Center, in West
Allis; and, Site 4 (166 acres)—
Milwaukee County Research Park,
Wauwatosa.

The applicant is now requesting
authority to expand the zone to include
a site (10 acres) located within the
Grandview Industrial Park at 1333 N.
Grandview Parkway, Sturtevant, some
15 miles south of Milwaukee. The site
involves a public warehouse facility
operated by Warren Industries (Warren),
which provides storage, distribution,
processing and packaging services for a
variety of customers.

The proposed book assembly activity
would involve children’s touch-sound
books, published by Publications
International, Ltd. The books, printed
elsewhere in the United States, would
be sent to FTZ 41 where an electronic
touch sound pad would be attached.
The sound pad would be sourced from
abroad. The finished product with
sound device would be classified as a
book (duty-free). Publications plans to
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have Warren conduct the activity on its

behalf at the proposed Sturtevant site.

Zone procedures would exempt
Publications International from payment
of Customs duties on foreign
merchandise that is used in products
made for export. On its domestic sales,
zone procedures would allow the
company to choose the duty-free rate
that applies to books. The duty rate on
the sound pads (classified as electrical
machines and apparatus) is 3.9 percent.

In accordance with the Board’s
regulations, a member of the FTZ Staff
has been designated examiner to
investigate the application and report to
the Board.

Public comment on the application is
invited from interested parties.
Submissions (original and 3 copies)
shall be addressed to the Board’s
Executive Secretary at the address
below. The closing period for their
receipt is June 12, 1995. Rebuttal
comments in response to material
submitted during the foregoing period
may be submitted during the subsequent
15-day period to June 26, 1995.

A copy of the application and
accompanying exhibits will be available
for public inspection at each of the
following locations:

U.S. Department of Commerce District
Office, 517 E. Wisconsin Avenue,
Room 596, Milwaukee, Wisconsin
53202

Office of the Executive Secretary,
Foreign-Trade Zones Board, Room
3716, 14th and Pennsylvania Avenue,
NW., Washington, DC 20230
Dated: April 5, 1995.

John J. Da Ponte, Jr.,

Executive Secretary.

[FR Doc. 95-8987 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P

International Trade Administration

Notice of Partial Termination of
Administrative Review of Antidumping
Duty Order; Certain Corrosion-
Resistant Carbon Steel Flat Products
From Australia, Certain Cold-Rolled
Carbon Steel Flat Products From
Germany, and Certain Corrosion-
Resistant Carbon Steel Flat Products
From Korea

In the matter of: (A—602—803)—Certain
Corrosion-Resistant Carbon Steel Flat
Products from Australia; (A-428-814)—
Certain Cold-Rolled Carbon Steel Flat
Products from Germany; and (A-580-816)—
Certain Corrosion-Resistant Carbon Steel Flat
Products from Korea.

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of partial termination of
antidumping duty administrative
review.

SUMMARY: In response to requests from
Australian National Industries
Corporation Ltd. (“ANI") of Australia;
C.D. Wélzholz (*“Wélzholz”), J.N. Eberle
& Cie., GmBH (“‘Eberle”), and Réchling
Kaltwalzwerk, KG (“‘Réchling™) of
Germany; and Pohang Coated Steel Co.,
Ltd. (““PCS”), the Department of
Commerce (‘“‘the Department’) initiated
administrative reviews of these
companies on September 8, 1994. The
Department received timely requests for
withdrawal on October 7 (from
Walzholz), November 3 (from ANI),
November 16 (from PCS and Dongkuk),
and December 7 (from Rdéchling). On
December 13, 1994, Eberle requested the
Department to extend the time limit for
it to withdraw from the antidumping
duty review. Based upon the
consideration of the facts of this case,
the Department concluded it would be
reasonable to grant Eberle’s request to
withdraw at this point in the review
process. Because there were no other
requests for review of these companies
from any other interested party, the
Department is now terminating these
reviews with respect to all of the
companies listed above.

EFFECTIVE DATE: April 12, 1995.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Sally Gannon (ANI), Bruce Harsh
(Eberle), Alain Letort (Walzholz), Holly
Vineyard (Rochling), or Lisa Yarbrough
(PCS and Dongkuk); Office of
Agreements Compliance, Import
Administration, International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution
Ave., NW., Washington, DC 20230;
telephone (202) 482-3793.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On August
30, 1994, the Department received
requests from Walzholz, Eberle, and
Rdchling, for review of the antidumping
duty orders on certain cold-rolled
carbon steel flat products from
Germany, and from PCS for certain
corrosion-resistant carbon steel flat
products from the Republic of Korea, to
conduct administrative reviews of the
antidumping duty orders pursuant to
section 353.22(a)(2) of the Department’s
regulations (19 CFR 353.33(a)(2)). On
August 31, 1994, the Department
received a request from ANI to conduct
an administrative review for certain
corrosion-resistant carbon steel flat
products from Australia pursuant to the
same regulations mentioned before.

On September 8, 1994, the
Department published in the Federal
Register a Notice of Initiation for these

reviews (59 FR 46391). Wélzholz
(October 7, 1994), ANI (November 3,
1994), PCS (November 16, 1994), and
Rdchling (December 7, 1994) timely
withdrew their requests for
administrative reviews. These
withdrawals were made within the time
limits established in section 353.22(a)(5)
of the Departments regulations and so
the Department is terminating those
reviews.

Further, according to 19 CFR
353.22(a)(5), the Department may
extend the 90-day time limit, from the
date of publication of notice of
initiation, to withdraw a request for
review if the Department determines it
is reasonable to do so. In this case,
Eberle requested that the Department
allow it to withdraw from the review six
days after the deadline. According to
Eberle, the Department’s extensive
deficiency questionnaire was received
and reviewed by the company officials
in Germany after the 90-day time limit
had expired. In making the request to
withdraw, Eberle stressed that the cost
and the amount of detailed information
that would be required within a
relatively short period were greater than
the company had anticipated when it
requested a review. Additionally,
petitioners did not object to Eberle’s
request. Due to the circumstances of this
case, the relative proximity of Eberle’s
request to the expiration deadline, and
because this decision does not
encourage manipulation of the review
process in an attempt to achieve lower
(or higher) margins, the Department has
determined that it would be reasonable
to grant the withdrawal at this time.

Therefore, in accordance with
§353.22(a)(5) of the Department’s
regulations, the Department will
terminate these administrative reviews
for ANI, Waélzholz, Réchling, Eberle,
and PCS.

Because we are terminating these
reviews, we shall instruct the Customs
Service to liquidate entries for
Waélzholz, Réchling, Eberle, and PCS at
the cash deposit rate established during
the original fair-value investigation.
With regard to ANI, we will instruct
Customs to return all cash deposits to
ANI which Customs erroneously
collected for merchandise exported by
ANI that is specifically excluded from
the order on corrosion-resistant steel flat
products, i.e., clad products in straight
lengths of 0.1875 inch or more in
composite thickness and of a width
which exceeds 150 millimeters or
measures at least twice the thickness.
(See 58 FR 44161, August 19, 1993.)

Furthermore, because PCS (as a
related company to Pohang Iron and
Steel Company, Ltd.) was previously
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investigated, the cash deposit rate for
PCS will continue to be the company-
specific rate found for Pohang Iron and
Steel Company in the original (for cold-
rolled and corrosion-resistant flat
products only). Because Walzholz,
Rdchling, and Eberle were not
previously investigated companies, the
cash deposit rate will continue to be the
“all other rate” assigned to their
respective countries.

This notice is published in
accordance with 19 CFR 353.22(a)(5).

Dated: April 5, 1995.
Joseph A. Spetrini,
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Compliance.
[FR Doc. 95-8989 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P

[C-331-601]

Determination to Revoke
Countervailing Duty Order; Cut
Flowers From Ecuador

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of determination to
revoke countervailing duty order.

SUMMARY: The Department of Commerce
(the Department) is revoking the
countervailing duty order on cut flowers
from Ecuador because it is no longer of
interest to interested parties.

EFFECTIVE DATE: April 12, 1995.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Brian Albright or Stephanie Moore,
Office of Countervailing Compliance,
Import Administration, International
Trade Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce, 14th Street and
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington,
DC 20230; telephone: (202)482-2786.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

On December 30, 1994, the
Department published in the Federal
Register (59 FR 67700) its intent to
revoke the countervailing duty order on
cut flowers from Ecuador (52 FR 1361,
January 13, 1987). Additionally, as
required by 19 CFR
355.25(d)(4)(ii)(1994), the Department
served, by certified mail, written notice
of its intent to revoke this
countervailing duty order on each party
listed on its most current service list.

Scope of the Order

Imports covered by this order are
shipments of Ecuadorian fresh cut
miniature (spray) carnations, standard
carnations, standard chrysanthemums,
and pompon chrysanthemums. This

merchandise is currently classified
under item numbers 0603.10.30,
0603.10.70, and 0603.10.80 of the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS).
Daisies are excluded from the scope of
the countervailing duty order. The HTS
item numbers are provided for
convenience and Customs purposes.
The written description remains
dispositive.

Determination to Revoke

The Department may revoke a
countervailing duty order if it concludes
that the order is no longer of interest to
interested parties. We conclude that
there is no interest in a countervailing
duty order when no interested party (as
defined in §8355.2 (i)(3), (i)(4), (i)(5),
and (i)(6) of the Department’s
regulations) has requested an
administrative review for at least five
consecutive review periods and when
no domestic interested party objects to
the revocation (19 CFR 355.25(d)(4)(iii)).

We received no requests for
administrative review for the previous
five consecutive review periods and no
objections to our notice of intent to
revoke the countervailing duty order.
Therefore, we have concluded that the
countervailing duty order covering cut
flowers from Ecuador is no longer of
interest to interested parties, and we are
revoking this countervailing duty order
in accordance with 19 CFR
355.25(d)(4)(iii).

Further, as required by 19 CFR
355.25(d)(5), the Department is
terminating the suspension of
liquidation on the subject merchandise
as of the effective date of this notice,
and will instruct the Customs Service to
liquidate, without regard to
countervailing duties, all unliquidated
entries of this merchandise exported
from Ecuador on or after January 1,
1994.

This notice is published in
accordance with 19 CFR
355.25(d)(4)(iii).

Dated: April 5, 1995.

Joseph A. Spetrini,

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Compliance.
[FR Doc. 95-8990 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P

Export Trade Certificate of Review

ACTION: Notice of Application to Amend
Certificate.

SUMMARY: The Office of Export Trading
Company Affairs (OETCA) International
Trade Administration, Department of
Commerce, has received an application
to amend an Export Trade Certificate of
Review. This notice summarizes the

proposed amendment and requests
comments relevant to whether the
Certificate should be issued.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: W.

Dawn Busby, Director, Office of Export
Trading Company Affairs, International
Trade Administration, (202) 482-5131.
This is not a toll-free number.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Title Il of
the Export Trading Company Act of
1982 (15 U.S.C. Sections 4001-21)
authorizes the Secretary of Commerce to
issue Export Trade Certificates of
Review. A Certificate of Review protects
the holder and the members identified
in the Certificate from state and federal
government antitrust actions and from
private, treble damage antitrust actions
for the export conduct specified in the
Certificate and carried out in
compliance with its terms and
conditions. Section 302(b)(1) of the Act
and 15 CFR 325.6(a) require the
Secretary to publish notice in the
Federal Register identifying the
applicant and summarizing its proposed
export conduct.

Request for Public Comments

Interested parties may submit written
comments relevant to the determination
whether an amended Certificate should
be issued. An original and five (5)
copies should be submitted no later
than 20 days after the date of this notice
to: Office of Export Trading Company
Affairs, International Trade
Administration, Department of
Commerce, Room 1800H, Washington,
D.C. 20230. Information submitted by
any person is exempt from disclosure
under the Freedom of Information Act
(5 U.S.C. 552). Comments should refer
to this application as “Export Trade
Certificate of Review, application
number 92-4A001.

An original Certificate of Review was
issued to Aerospace Industries
Association of America, Inc. (““AlA”) on
April 10, 1992 (57 FR 13707, April 17,
1992) and previously amended on
September 8, 1992 (57 FR 41920,
September 14, 1992), October 8, 1993
(58 FR 53711, October 18, 1993), and on
November 17, 1994 (50 FR 60349,
November 23, 1994). A summary of the
application for amendment follows:

Summary of the Application

Applicant: Aerospace Industries
Association of America, Inc. (“AIA”),
1250 Eye Street, NW., Washington,
DC 20005, Contact: Mac S. Dunaway,
Esquire, Telephone: (202) 862—-9700

Application No.: 92-4A001

Date Deemed Submitted: March 28,
1995
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Request For Amended Certificate

AlA seeks to amend its Certificate to:

1. Delete the following companies as
“Members” of the Certificate:
Aluminum Company of America,
Cleveland, Ohio; Dynamic Engineering
Inc., Newport News, Virginia;
Reflectone, Inc., Tampa, Florida; and
Vought Aircraft Company, Dallas,
Texas.

2. Change the listing of the following
current ““Members” as follows: change
the name of HEICO Corporation to
HEICO Aerospace Corporation,
Hollywood, California; DuPont
Company to E.I. du Pont de Nemours
and Company, Wilmington, Delaware;
Williams International to Williams
International Corporation, Walled Lake,
Michigan.

Change the name and address of
Aerojet, a Segment of GenCorp, Rancho
Cordova, California to Aerojet-General
Corporation, Sacramento, California;
AlliedSignal Aerospace Company,
Torrance, California to AlliedSignal,
Inc., Morristown, New Jersey; Dowty
Aerospace Los Angeles, Duarte,
California to Dowty Decoto, Inc.,
Yakima, Washington; Lucas Aerospace,
Inc., Brea, California to Lucas Industries
Inc., Reston, Virginia.

Change the address of Hexcel
Corporation from Dublin, California to
Pleasanton, California; Digital
Equipment Corporation from Marlboro,
Massachusetts to Maynard,
Massachusetts; ITT Defense and
Electronics, Inc. from Arlington,
Virginia to McLean, Virginia; and
Rockwell International Corporation
from El Segundo, California to Seal
Beach, California.

Dated: April 6, 1995.
W. Dawn Busby,

Director, Office of Export Trading Company
Affairs.

[FR Doc. 95-8973 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DR-P

United States-Canada Free-Trade
Agreement, Article 1904 Binational
Panel Reviews: Notice of Completion
of Panel Review

AGENCY: North America Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA), NAFTA
Secretariat, United States Section,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of Completion of Panel
Review of the final dumping
determination made by the Deputy
Minister of National Revenue, Customs,
Excise and Taxation, respecting Certain
Hot-Rolled Carbon Steel Plate and High-
Strength Low-Alloy Plate, Heat-Treated

or not, Originating in or Exported from
the United States of America, Secretariat
File No. CDA-93-1904-04.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to the Memorandum
Opinion and Order of the Binational
Panel dated February 15, 1995,
affirming the investigating authority’s
determination described above was
completed on March 30, 1995.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
James R. Hobein, United States
Secretary, NAFTA Secretariat, Suite
2061, 14th and Constitution Avenue,
Washington, DC 20230, (202) 482-5438.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
February 15, 1995, the Binational Panel
issued a decision which affirmed the
dumping determination of the Deputy
Minister of National Revenue, Customs,
Excise and Taxation, respecting Certain
Hot-Rolled Carbon Steel Plate and High-
Strength Low-Alloy Plate, Heat-Treated
or not, Originating in or Exported from
the United States of America. The
Secretariat was instructed to issue a
Notice of Completion of Panel Review
on the 31st day following the issuance
of the Notice of Final Panel Action, if
no Request for an Extraordinary
Challenge was filed. No such request
was filed. Therefore, on the basis of the
Panel Order and Rule 80 of the Article
1904 Panel Rules, the Panel Review was
completed and the panelists discharged
from their duties effective March 30,
1995.

Dated: April 4, 1995.
Caraina L. Alston,
Deputy U.S. Secretary, NAFTA Secretariat.
[FR Doc. 95-9033 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-GT-M

United States-Canada Free-Trade
Agreement, Article 1904 Binational
Panel Reviews: Notice of Completion
of Panel Review

AGENCY: North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA), NAFTA
Secretariat, United States Section,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of Completion of Panel
Review of the final injury determination
made by the Canadian International
Trade Tribunal, respecting Certain
Solder Joint Pressure Pipe Fittings and
Joint Drainage, Waste and Vent Pipe
Fittings, made of Cast Copper Alloy,
Wrought Copper Allow or Wrought
Copper, Originating in or Exported from
the United States of America, Secretariat
File No. CDA-93-1904-11.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to the Memorandum
Opinion and Order of the Binational
Panel dated February 13, 1995,

affirming the investigating authority’s
determination described above was
completed on March 28, 1995.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
James R. Holbein, United States
Secretary, NAFTA Secretariat, Suite
1061, 14th and Constitution Avenue,
Washington, DC 20230, (202) 482-5438.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
February 13, 1995, the Binational Panel
issued a decision which affirmed the
injury determination of the Canadian
International Trade Tribunal (“CITT”)
concerning Certain Solder Joint
Drainage, Waste and Vent Pipe Fittings,
made of Cast Copper Alloy, Wrought
Copper Alloy or Wrought Copper,
Originating in or Exported from the
United States of America. The
Secretariat was instructed to issue a
Notice of Completion of Panel Review
on the 31st day following the issuance
of the Notice of Final Panel Action, if
no Request for an Extraordinary
Challenge was filed. No such request
was filed. Therefore, on the basis of the
Panel Order and Rule 80 of the Article
1904 Panel Rules, the Panel Review was
completed and the panelists discharged
from their duties effective March 28,
1995.

Dated: April 4, 1995
Caratina L. Alston,
Deputy U.S. Secretary, NAFTA Secretariat.
[FR Doc. 95-9032 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-GT-M

National Institute of Standards and
Technology

[Docket No. 950317077-5077-01]
RIN 0693-AB13

Proposed Revision of Federal
Information Processing Standard
(FIPS) 177, Initial Graphics Exchange
Specification (IGES)

AGENCY: National Institute of Standards
and Technology (NIST), Commerce.

ACTION: Notice; Request for comments.

SUMAMRY: NIST is prosing a revision of
FIPS PUB 117, Initial Graphics
Exchange Specification (IGES). IGES
defines a neutral file format for the
exchange of product model data and
representation among differing
computer-aided design and computer-
aided manufacturing (CA/CAM)
systems. This proposed revision will
provided increased clarification and
enhancement of the existing standard,
and added conformance requirements
and application protocols (APs)
specified within the American National
Standard Digital Representation for
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Communication of Product Definition
Data, ANSI/US PRO/IPO (United States
Product Data Association/IGES PDES
Organization—100-1993, Version 5.2.

Prior to the submission of this
proposed revision to FIPS 177 to the
Secretary of Commerce for review and
approval, it is essential to assure that
consideration is given to the needs and
views of manufacturers, the public, and
State and local governments. The
purpose of this notice is to solicit such
views.

This proposed revision contains two
sections: (1) An announcement section,
which provides information concerning
the applicability, implementation, and
maintenance of the standard; and (2) a
specifications section. Only the
announcement section of the standard is
provided in this notice. Interested
parties may obtain copies of the ANSI/
US PRO/IPO-1993 and the specified
application protocols (Layered Electrical
Product (LEP) Application Protocol; 3—
D Piping Application Protocol; and
Engineering Drawing (Class Il) Subset
(MIL-D-28000A)) from the National
Computer Graphics Association, 2722
Merrilee Drive, Suite 200, Fairfax, VA,
22031, telephone: (703) 698—9600.

DATES: Comments on this proposed
revision must be received on or before
July 11, 1995.

ADDRESSES: Written comments
concerning the adoption of this
proposed revision should be sent to:
Director, Computer Systems Laboratory,
ATTN: Proposed Revision of FIPS 177,
IGES, Technology Building, Room B154,
National Institute of Standards and
Technology, Gaithersburg, MD 20899.

Written comments received in
response to this notice will be made part
of the public record and will be made
available for inspection and copying in
the Central Reference and Records
Inspection Facility, Room 6020, Herbert
C. Hoover Building, 14th Street between
Pennsylvania and Constitution
Avenues, NW., Washington, DC 20230.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Lynne Rosenthal, National Institute of
Standards and Technology,
Gaithersburg, MD 20899, telephone
(301) 975-3353.

Executive Order 12866

This FIPS notice has been determined
to be “‘not significant” for purposes of
E.O. 12866.

Dated: April 4, 1995.
Samuel Kramer,
Associate Director.

Proposed Federal Information
Processing Standards Publication 177-
1

(Date)

Announcing the Standard for Initial
Graphics Exchange Specification
(IGES)

Federal Information Processing
Standards Publications (FIPS PUBS) are
issued by the National Institute of
Standards and Technology (NIST) after
approval by the Secretary of Commerce
pursuant to Section 111(d) of the
Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 as amended by the
Computer Security Act of 1987, Public
Law 100-235.

1. Name of Standard. Initial Graphics
Exchange Specification (IGES) FIPS
PUB 177-1).

2. Category of Standard. Software
Standard; Graphics and Information
Interchange.

3. Explanation. This publication is a
revision of the FIPS PUB 177 and
supersedes FIPS PUB 177 in its entirety.
It provides a substantial, upward-
compatible enhancement of IGES
Version 4.0. FIPS PUB 177-1 specifies
new conformance requirements, the
addition and use of application
protocols (APs), and increased
enhancement, correction, and
clarification of the existing
specification. It does not contain any
new requirements that would make an
existing conforming implementation
nonconforming.

FIPS PUB 177-1 adopts the American
National Standard Digital
Representation for Communication of
Product Definition Data, ANSI/US PRO/
IPO (United States Product Data
Association/IGES PDES Organization)—
100-1993, Version 5.2, and the specified
application protocols. FIPS PUB 177-1
addresses IGES implementation and
data file acquisition, interpretation, and
conformance.

The purpose of the FIPS for IGES is
to enable the compatible exchange of
product definition data used by
dissimilar computer-aided design and
computer-aided manufacturing (CAD/
CAM) systems. Utilizing a neutral
database format the IGES processor can
create or translate two-dimensional (2—
D) or three-dimensional (3-D) vector-
based digital product model data. The
standard specifies file structure and
syntactical definition, and defines the
representation of geometric, topological,
and nongeometric product definition

data. The exact specification is in
Section 10 of this standard.

4. Approving Authority. Secretary of
Commerce.

5. Maintenance Agency. U.S.
Department of Commerce, National
Institute of Standards and Technology
(NIST), Computer Systems Laboratory
(CSL).

6. Cross Index.

a. American National Standard Digital
Representation for Communication of
Product Definition Data, ANSI/US PRO/
IPO-100-1993, Version 5.2.

b. American Society of Mechanical
Engineers/American National Standards
Institute (ASME/ANSI) Y14.26M-1989,
Digital Representation for
Communication of Product Definition
Data, IGES Version 4.0.

c. MIL-D-280000A, Continuous
Acquisition and Life-Cycle Support
Specification, Digital Representation for
Communication of Product Definition
Data: IGES Application Subsets and
IGES Application Protocols, February
10, 1992.

d. American national Standard, 3-D
Piping IGES Application Protocol,
ANSI/US PRO/IPO-110-1994.

e. IGES Layered Electrical Product
Application Protocol, Committee Draft
SAND94-2375, December 1, 1994.

7. Related Documents.

a. Federal Information Resources
Management Regulations (FIRMR)
subpart 201.20.303, Standards, and
subpart 201.39.1002, Federal Standards.

b. Federal ADP and
Telecommunications Standards Index,
U.S. General Services Administration,
Information Technology Management
Service, October 1994 (updated
periodically).

c. FIPS PUB 29-3, Interpretation
Procedures for Federal Information
Processing Standards for Software.

d. NISTIR 4379, IGES Technical
Ilustrations Application Guide.

e. NISTIR 4600, IGES 5.0
Recommended Practices Guide.

f. NISTIR 5541, Initial Graphics
Exchange Specification (IGES):
Procedures for the NIST IGES
Validation Test Service.

g. MIL-T-31000, General
Specification for Technical Data
Packages.

8. Objectives. Federal standards for
electronic interchange permit Federal
departments and agencies to exercise
more effective control over the
production, management, and use of the
government’s information resources.
The primary objectives specific to IGES
are to:

—Reduce the overall life-cycle cost for
digital systems by establishing a
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common exchange format that allows

for the transfer of product definition

data across organizational boundaries
and independent of any particular

CAD/CAM system.

—Exchange digital representations of
product definition data in various
forms: illustrations, 2—D drawings, 3—
D edge-vertex models, surface models,
solid models, and complete product
models.

—Provide CAD/CAM implementation
manufacturers with a guideline for
identifying useful combinations of
product definition data capabilities in
any CAD/CAM system.

—Specify Application Protocols that
can be used by Federal departments
and agencies to support the exchange
of product data when applicable.

9. Applicability.

9.1 This FIPS for IGES is intended
for the computer-interpretable
representation and exchange of CAD/
CAM product definition data among
applications and programs that are
either developed or acquired for
government use. Each CAD/CAM
system acquired or developed by a
Federal agency shall include an IGES
preprocessor and IGES postprocessor
capability. FIPS for IGES is designed to
support the exchange of 2-D or 3-D
product definition data with rich
attribute information. It provides a data
format for describing product design
and manufacturing information that has
been created and stored in a computer-
readable, device independent form.

9.2 The FIPS for IGES shall be used
when one or more of the following
situations exist:

—The product definition application or
program is under constant review,
and changes may result frequently.

—It is anticipated that the life of the
data files will be longer than the life
of the presently utilized CAD/CAM
system.

—The application is being designed
centrally for a decentralized system
that may employ computers of
different makes and models and
different CAD/CAM devices.

—The product definition application
may run on equipment other than that
on which it was developed.

—The product definition data is to be
used and maintained by other than
the original designer.

—The product definition data is or is
likely to be used by organizations
outside the Federal Government.

—It is desired to have the design
understood by multiple people,
groups, or organizations.

9.3 For layered electrical product
technology, three dimensional piping,

and engineering drawing applications,
the use of the appropriate application
protocol or subset (as described below)
is required for implementation of this
FIPS IGES.

An AP or subset provides a means to
improve the fidelity of the product data
exchanged. APs are developed by
domain experts for the purpose of
defining the processes, information
flows, and functional requirements of an
application. An AP defines the scope,
context, information requirements,
representation of the application
information, and conformance
requirements. Initial release of this FIPS
for IGES publication includes two
application protocols and one
application subset.

—Layered Electrical Product (LEP)
Application Protocol: The LEP AP is
used for the transference of 2-D
electrical and electro-mechanical
product models. This AP is required
for layered electrical products
technology applications, including
specification control drawings,
circuitry, fabrication and final
assembly of a layered product system.

—3-D Piping Application Protocol: The
3-D Piping AP is used for the
exchange of models from one piping
modeling application to another. This
AP is required for 3-D piping and
related equipment models, including
the fabrication and assembly of piping
systems (e.g. pipe, pipe fittings,
attached equipment, piping supports,
and insulation).

—Engineering Drawing (Class Il) Subset
(MIL-D-28000A): The Class Il subset
is used for exchange of the drawing
model; including geometric and
annotation entities, attributes such as
color and line fonts, and organization
information such as levels and
subfigures. This subset is required for
the exchange of engineering drawings
and product data following MIL-T—
31000 (General Specification for
Technical Data Packages).

10. Specifications. This FIPS adopts
ANSI/US PRO/IPO-100-1993 and the
specified application protocols: Layered
Electrical Product (LEP) Application
Protocol; 3-D Piping Application
Protocol; and Engineering Drawing
(Class Il) Subset (MIL-D-28000A). The
ANSI/US PRO/IPO-100-1993 standard
for IGES, defines the communications
file structure and format (i.e., a file of
entities), language format, and the
representation of product definition
data.

New entities and constructs are added
with each revision and are upwardly
compatible. Thus, a processor
conforming to IGES Version 5.2 would

be able to read and process an IGES
Version 4.0 file, but the converse may
not be true. The capabilities brought to
the IGES user implementing the IGES
Version 5.2 standard are:

—A new character set for the European
Community;

—Additional properties to the attribute
table for Architecture/Engineering/
Construction (AEC);

—The addition of a new form of the
drawing entity; and

—The addition of a new class of entity
use, termed construction information.

Conformance Requirements.
Conformance is mandatory for this
standard and is applicable to all Federal
department and agency procurements.
Conforming data files and processors
must adhere to all the rules appropriate
to specific features, such as entities,
defined within ANSI/US PRO/IPO-100-
1993 and any of the specified
application protocols. Vendors of
processors claiming conformance to this
standard shall complete documentation
which accurately indicates the
processor’s support of, and mapping
between, native and IGES entities.

A conforming preprocessor shall
create conforming IGES data files which
represent the native database which was
input to the preprocessor. File content
shall represent the native entities
according to the vendor’s completed
documentation. It is desirable and
recommended that the preprocessor
report on any native feature or entity
which has not been written to the IGES
data file.

A conforming postprocessor shall
translate conforming IGES data files into
the native database form of a specific
CAD/CAM system. It shall convert each
supported entity into native constructs,
which preserve the functionality and
match the geometry, attributes, and
relationships of the IGES entity in the
file. It is desirable and recommended
that the postprocessor report on any
IGES entities or features which have
been discarded.

Any visual presentation produced by
the processor shall accurately and
correctly represent the IGES constructs
contained in the data file and specified
by ANSI/US PRO/IPO-100-1993 and, if
applicable, the AP or subset. For
example, the display of a design which
is filled with a pattern of lines as
indicated by the pattern code of the
Sectioned Area Entity (type 230) shall
resemble the predefined definitions
illustrated in the ANSI/US PRO/IPO-
100-1993 specification.

Conformance Rules for Application
Protocols and Subsets. An application
protocol or subset which claims
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conformance to this standard, must

satisfy the following rule:

—An implementation conforming to an
AP shall satisfy the conformance
requirements specified in the AP as
well as the conformance requirements
in the ANSI/US PRO/IPO-100-1993
specification.

11. Implementation. The
implementation of this standard
involves four areas of consideration:
effective date, acquisition,
interpretation, and validation.

11.1 Effective Date. This publication
is effective six (6) months after date of
publication upon final announcement in
the Federal Register. A transition period
of twelve (12) months, beginning on the
effective date, allows industry to
produce IGES implementations and data
files conforming to this is standard.
Agencies are encouraged to use this
standard for solicitation proposals
during the transition period. This
standard is mandatory for use in all
solicitation proposals for IGES data files
and implementations (i.e., computer-
aided design and manufacturing
systems) acquired twelve (12) months
after the effective date.

11.2 Acquisition of IGES
Implementations and Data Files.
Conformance to this standard should be
considered whether the CAD/CAM
systems are developed internally,
acquired as part of a system
procurement, acquired by separate
procurement, used under a leasing
agreement, or specified for use in
contracts for programming services.
Recommended terminology for
procurement of FIPS IGES is contained
in the U.S. General Services
Administration publication Federal
ADP and Telecommunications
Standards Index, Chapter 5, Part 1.

11.3 Interpretation FIPS IGES.
Resolutions of questions regarding this
standard will be provided by NIST.
Procedures for interpretations are
specified in FIPS PUB 29-3. All
guestions concerning the specifications
and content should be addressed to:
Director, Computer Systems Laboratory,
ATTN: FIPS IGES Interpretation,
National Institute of Standards and
Technology, Gaithersburg, MD 20899.

11.4 Validation of IGES
Implementations. Implementations of
FIPS for IGES shall be validated in
accordance with the NIST Computer
Systems Laboratory (CSL) validation
procedures for FIPS for IGES, NISTIR
5541, Procedures for the NIST IGES
Validation Test Service. Recommended
procurement terminology for validation
of FIPS for IGES is contained in the U.S.
General Services Administration

publication Federal ADP and
Telecommunications Standards Index,
Chapter 5, Part 2. This GSA publication
provides terminology for three
validation options: Delayed Validation,
Prior Validation Testing, and Prior
Validation. The agency shall select the
appropriate validation option and shall
specify appropriate time frames for
validation and correction of
nonconformities. The agency is advised
to refer to the NIST publication
Validated Products List for information
about the validation status of IGES
products. This information may be used
to specify validation time frames that
are not unduly restrictive of
competition.

Implementations shall be evaluated
using the NIST IGES Test Suite. The
NIST IGES Test Suite was first released
in October 1994 to assist users and
vendors determine compliance with
FIPS PUB 177 and/or MIL-D-28000,
Class Il subset. The results of validation
testing by the NIST IGES Validation
Test Service are published on a
quarterly basis in the Validated
Products List, available from the
National Technical Information Service
(NTIS).

Current information about the NIST
IGES Validation Test Service and
validation procedures for FIPS for IGES
is available from: National Institute of
Standards and Technology, Computer
Systems Laboratory, Graphics Software
Group, IGES Test Service, Building 225,
Room A266, Gaithersburg, MD 20899,
(301) 975-3265.

12. Waivers.

Under certain exceptional
circumstances, the heads of Federal
departments and agencies may approve
waivers to Federal Information
Processing Standards (FIPS). The head
of such agency may redelegate such
authority only to a senior official
designated pursuant to section 3506(b)
of Title 44, U.S. Code. Waivers shall be
granted only when:

a. Compliance with a standard would
adversely affect the accomplishment of
the mission of an operator of a Federal
computer system, or

b. Cause a major adverse financial
impact on the operator which is not
offset by Governmentwide savings.

Agency heads may act upon a written
waiver request containing the
information detailed above. Agency
heads may also act without a written
waiver request when they determine
that conditions for meeting the standard
cannot be met. Agency heads may
approve waivers only by a written
decision which explains the basis on
which the agency head made the
required finding(s). A copy of each such

decision, with procurement sensitive or
classified portions clearly identified,
shall be sent to: National Institute of
Standards and Technology; Attn: FIPS
Waiver Decisions, Technology Building,
Room B-154; Gaithersburg, MD 20899.

In addition, notice of each waiver
granted and each delegation of authority
to approve waivers shall be sent
promptly to the Committee on
Government Operations of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on
Governmental Affairs of the Senate and
shall be published promptly in the
Federal Register.

When the determination on a waiver
applies to the procurement of
equipment and/or services, a notice of
the waiver determination must be
published in the Commerce Business
Daily as a part of the notice of
solicitation for offers of an acquisition
or, if the waiver determination is made
after that notice is published, by
amendment to such notice.

A copy of the waiver, any supporting
documents, the document approving the
waiver and any supporting and
accompanying documents, with such
deletions as the agency is authorized
and decides to make under 5 U.S.C. Sec.
552(b), shall be part of the procurement
documentation and retained by the
agency.

[FR Doc. 95-9007 Filed 4—11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-CN-M

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

Notice of Solicitation for Sea Grant
Review Panelists

SUMMARY: This notice responds to
Section 209(c) of the National Sea Grant
College Program Act, 33 U.S.C. 1128,
which requires the Secretary of
Commerce to solicit nominations for
membership on the Sea Grant Review
Panel at least once a year. This advisory
committee provides advice on the
implementation of the National Sea
Grant College Program.

DATES: Resumes should be sent to the
address specified and must be received
by May 12, 1995.

ADDRESSES: Dr. Chandrakant
Bhumralkar, Acting Director, National
Sea Grant College Program, 1315 East-
West Highway, Room 11618, Silver
Spring, Maryland 20910.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr.
Chandrakant Bhumralkar of the
National Sea Grant College Program at
the address given above; telephone (301)
713-2448, or fax number (301) 713—
0799.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section
209 of the Act establishes a sea grant
review panel to advise the Secretary of
Commerce, the Under Secretary for
Oceans and Atmosphere, and the
Director of the National Sea Grant
College Program on the implementation
of the Sea Grant Program. The panel
provides advice on such matters as:

(a) The Sea Grant Fellowship
Program;

(b) Applications or proposals for, and
performance under, grants and contracts
awarded under section 205 and section
208 of the Sea Grant Program
Improvement Act of 1976;

(c) The designation and operation of
sea grant colleges and sea grant regional
consortia; and the operation of the sea
grant program;

(d) The formulation and application
of the planning guidelines and priorities
under section 204 (a) and (c)(1); and,

(e) Such other matters as the Secretary
refers to the panel for review and
advice.

The Panel is to consist of 15 voting
members composed as follows: Not less
than eight of the voting members of the
panel should be individuals who, by
reason of knowledge, experience, or
training, are especially qualified in one
or more of the disciplines and fields
included in marine science. The other
voting members shall be individuals
who by reason of knowledge,
experience, or training, are especially
qualified in, or representative of,
education, extension services, state
government, industry, economics,
planning, or any other activity which is
appropriate to, and important for, any
effort to enhance the understanding,
assessment, development, utilization, or
conservation of ocean and coastal
resources. No individual is eligible to be
a voting member of the panel if the
individual is (a) the director of a sea
grant college, sea grant regional
consortium, or sea grant program, (b) an
applicant for or beneficiary (as
determined by the Secretary) of, any
grant or contract under Section 205, or
(c) a full-time officer or employee of the
United States.

The Director of the National Sea Grant
College Program and one Director of a
Sea Grant Program also serve as non-
voting members. The positions on the
panel will become vacant during 1995.
Candidates who are selected to fill these
vacancies will be appointed for a 3-year
term.

Dated: April 5, 1995.
Ned A. Ostenso,

Assistant Administrator for Oceanic and
Atmospheric Research.

[FR Doc. 95-8994 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-12-P

Notice of Sea Grant Review Panel
Meeting

AGENCY: National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration.

ACTION: Notice of open meeting.

SUMMARY: This notice sets forth the
schedule and proposed agenda of a
forthcoming meeting of the Sea Grant
Review Panel. The meeting will have
several purposes. Panel members will
provide and discuss follow-up reports of
business transacted at the last Sea Grant
Review Panel meeting in the areas of
management and organization, budget
status, strategic and tactical issues, law
and policy, new technology and
research, economic development,
outreach for enhancement of
Department of Commerce goals, and
new business.

DATES: The announced meeting is
scheduled during 3 days: Thursday,
June 1, Noon to 3:30 p.m. and 5 p.m. to
7 p.m.; Friday, June 2, 8a.m.to 5 p.m.;
and Saturday, June 3, 8 a.m. to 3 p.m.
ADDRESSES: Candelero Hotel, Humacao,
Puerto Rico.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr.
Chandrakant Bhumralkar, Acting
Director, National Sea Grant College
Program, National Oceanic &
Atmospheric Administration, 1315 East-
West Highway, Room 11618, Silver
Spring, Maryland 20910, (301) 713—
2448.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Panel,
which consists of balanced
representation from academia, industry,
state government, and citizens groups,
was established in 1976 by Section 209
of the Sea Grant Improvement Act
(Public Law 94-461, 33 U.S.C. 1128)
and advises the Secretary of Commerce,
the Under Secretary for Oceans and
Atmosphere, also the Administrator of
NOAA, and the Director of the National
Sea Grant College Program with respect
to operations under the act, and such
other matters as the Secretary refers to
the Panel for review and advice. The
agenda for the meeting is:

Thursday, June 1, 1995

Noon to 3:30 p.m.

Introduction of new members

Reauthorization, hearings,
appropriations

Strategic Plan and Sea Grant’s Future

5-7 p.m.

Sea Grant Management Position
Papers

Reports from Thematic Group
Meetings

Friday, June 2, 1995

8 to 10:30 a.m.

Perspectives on Sea Grant/NOAA
Interactions

National Office/Management Issues

Council of Sea Grant Directors

12-5 p.m.

Industrial Fellows Program
Business/Industry Issues
Caribbean Coastal and Marine Issues

Saturday, June 3, 1995
8-3 p.m.

Report on Perspective Groups
Recertification Reports
Multiple Entities Issues

The meeting will be open to the
public.

Dated: April 5, 1995.
Ned A. Ostenso,

Assistant Administrator for Oceanic and
Atmospheric Research.

[FR Doc. 95-8995 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-12—P

CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND
COMMUNITY SERVICE

AmeriCorps*NCCC’s Proposal for an
Information Collection Form

AGENCY: Corporation for National and
Community Service.

ACTION: Information collection request
submitted to the Federal Office of
Management and Budget (FOMB) for
review.

SUMMARY: This notice provides
information about an information
collection proposal by
AmeriCorps*National Civilian
Community Corps (NCCC), currently
under review by the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB).
DATES: OMB and AmeriCorps*NCCC
will consider comments on the
proposed collection of information and
recordkeeping requirements received
before May 12, 1995. Copies of the
proposed forms and supporting
documents may be obtained by
contacting AmeriCorps*NCCC.
ADDRESSES: Send comments to both—
Dan Chenok, Desk Officer, Office of
Management and Budget, 3002 New
Executive Office Building, Washington,
DC 20503. Donald L. Scott, Director,
AmeriCorps*NCCC, 1201 New York
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20525.
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kate Becker (202) 606—5000 x 149,
Corporation for National Service,
AmeriCorps*NCCC, 1201 New York
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20525.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section
3517 of the Paperwork Reduction Act of
1980 (44 U.S.C. Chapter 3517) requires
that the Director of OMB provide
interested Federal agencies and persons
an early opportunity to comment on
information collection requests.

Office of Action Issuing Proposal:
AmeriCorps*NCCC.

Title of Forms: Applicant Medical
Prescreening Form.

Need and Use: This information is used
for program management, planning,
and required recordkeeping.

Type of Request: Submission of new
collection.

Respondent’s Obligation to Reply:
Required to receive benefits.

Frequency of Collection: One time per
selected applicant.

Estimated Number of Response: 2,000.

Average Burden Hours Per Response: .5
hours (reporting and recordkeeping).

Estimated Annual Reporting or
Disclosure Burden: 500 hours.

Regulatory Authority: The National and
Community Service Act of 1990, as
amended.

Dated: March 30, 1995.
Donald L. Scott,

Vice President, Corporation for National
Service and Director, AmeriCorps*National
Civilian Community Corps.

[FR Doc. 95-9021 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6050-28-M

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Department of the Army

Office of the Secretary of the Army;
Notice of Intent to Prepare a
Supplemental Environmental Impact
Analyses for Disposal and Reuse of
Fort Ord

AGENCY: Department of the Army, DOD.

ACTION: Notice of Intent to prepare a
Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) for the disposal and
reuse of Fort Ord, California, to cover
the additional lands to be made
available for disposal as a result of
downsizing the Presidio of Monterey
(POM) Annex and changes in intended
reuse identified in the December 12,
1994, Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA)
Reuse Plan.

SUMMARY: The action evaluated in the
SEIS is the disposal and reuse of Fort
Ord, California, in accordance with the

legislative requirements of the Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Act of
1990, Public Law 101-510. The SEIS
will cover additional lands to be made
available for disposal as a result of
downsizing the POM Annex located on
the former Fort Ord. Because the
opportunity for supplementation has
arisen, the environmental effects of
changes in land uses between Fort Ord
Reuse Group’s (FORG’s) draft reuse plan
of October 1993 and FORA'’s approved
reuse plan of December 1994 that have
not been adequately addressed in
previous National Environmental Policy
Act documentation will also be
considered.

ALTERNATIVES: Alternatives to the POM
Annex and a no-POM Annex alternative
were addressed in the Final EIS. This
EIS addressed a range of alternative
future land uses. These alternatives will
be supplemented with information on
the new smaller POM Annex and final
Reuse Plan of the Fort Ord Reuse
Authority.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT: The public will be
invited to participate in the scoping
process, review of the draft SEIS and a
public meeting. The location and time
of the scoping meeting to be scheduled
during April 1995 will be announced in
the local news media. The release dates
of the draft SEIS for public comment
and the public meeting will also be
announced in the local news media, as
the dates are established.

POINT OF CONTACT: Mr. Bob Verkade,
Scaramento District, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, (916) 557—-7423.

Dated: April 6, 1995.
Lewis D. Walker,

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Environment, Safety and Occupational
Health), OASA (IL&E).

[FR Doc. 95-9010 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 3710-08-M

Army Science Board; Notice of Open
Meeting

In accordance with section 10(a)(2) of
the Federal Advisory Committee Act
(P.L. 92-463), announcement is made of
the following Committee Meeting:

Name of Committee: Army Science Board
(ASB).

Date of Meeting: 24 and 25 April 1995.

Time of Meeting: 1300-1600, 24 April
1995; 0800-1600, 25 April 1995.

Place: Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas—McNair
Hall (Bldg. 286).

Agenda: The Army Science Board (ASB)
Analysis, Test and Evaluation Issue Group
will meet to assess the impact of personnel
reductions on mission accomplishment
within the Army analytical community. This
meeting will be open to the public. Any

interested person may attend, appear before,
or file statements with the committee at the
time and in the manner permitted by the
committee. The ASB Administrative Officer,
Sally Warner, may be contacted for further
information at (703) 695-0781.

Sally A. Warner,

Administrative Officer, Army Science Board.
[FR Doc. 95-9051 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3710-08-M

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
[CFDA No. 84.041]
Impact Aid

AGENCY: Department of Education.
ACTION: Notice extending the
application deadline date for Impact
Aid fiscal year 1995 section 8002 grants
and fiscal year 1996 section 8003 grants.

SUMMARY: The Secretary extends the
deadline date for the submission of
applications for Impact Aid fiscal year
1995 section 8002 grants and fiscal year
1996 section 8003 grants to May 8, 1995.
Impact Aid regulations at 34 CFR
§222.10 specify that the annual
application deadline is January 31 of the
fiscal year for which assistance is being
sought. Because the Impact Aid statute
was reauthorized on October 20, 1994,
as part of the Improving America’s
Schools Act of 1994, new application
forms for those grants had to be
developed and approved. Now that the
approval process is complete and new
applications are available, an extension
is being granted to potential applicants
under sections 8002 and 8003 for
Impact Aid assistance for the respective
years specified. Section 8003 applicants
should use a survey date for their
student counts that is at least three days
after the start of the 1994-95 school year
and before the extended deadline of
May 8, 1995.

The deadline date for the transmittal
of comments by State Educational
agencies is May 23, 1995. The Secretary
will also accept and approve for
payment any otherwise approvable
application that is received on or before
the sixtieth day after May 8, 1995.
However, any applicant meeting the
conditions of the preceding sentence
will have its payment reduced by 10
percent of the amount it would have
received had its application been filed
by May 8, 1995.

FOR APPLICATIONS OR INFORMATION
CONTACT: Impact Aid Program, U.S.
Department of Education, 600
Independence Avenue SW., Room 4200
Portals, Washington, DC 20202-6244.
Telephone: (202) 260-3907. Individuals
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who use a telecommunications device
for the deaf (TDD) may call the Federal
Information Relay Service (FIRS) at 1—
800-877-8339 between 8 a.m. and 8
p.-m., Eastern time, Monday through
Friday.
Program Authority: 20 U.S.C. 7705.
Dated: April 5, 1995.
Thomas W. Payzant,

Assistant Secretary for Elementary and
Secondary Education.

[FR Doc. 95-8927 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4000-01-M

Advisory Council on Education
Statistics; Meeting

AGENCY: Advisory Council on Education
Statistics.

ACTION: Teleconference.

SUMMARY: This notice sets forth the
schedule and proposed agenda of a
forthcoming meeting of the Advisory
Council on Education Statistics. This
notice also describes the functions of
the Council. Notice of this meeting is
required under Section 10(a)(2) of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act. This
document is intended to notify the
general public of their opportunity to
attend.
DATES AND TIME: May 4, 1995 at 10:00
a.m..
ADDRESSES: 555 New Jersey Avenue,
N.W., Room 400F, Washington, D.C.
20208.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Barbara Marenus, Executive Director,
Advisory Council on Education
Statistics, 555 New Jersey Avenue,
Room 400J, Washington, D.C. 20208—
7575, telephone: (202) 219-1839.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Advisory Council on Education
Statistics (ACES) is established under
Section 406(c)(1) of the Education
Amendments of 1974, Pub. L. 93-380.
The Council is established to review
general policies for the operation of the
National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) in the Office of Educational
Research and Improvement and is
responsible for advising on standards to
insure that statistics and analyses
disseminated by NCES are of high
quality and are not subject to political
influence. The meeting of the Council is
open to the public.

The proposed agenda includes the
following:

« A discussion of draft NCES

guidelines on standards-based reporting.

« Agenda planning for the next ACES
Meeting.

Records are kept of all Council
proceedings and are available for public

inspection at the Office of the Executive
Director, Advisory Council on
Education Statistics, 555 New Jersey
Avenue NW, Room 400J, Washington,
D.C. 20208-7575.

Sharon P. Robinson,

Assistant Secretary for Educational Research
and Improvement.

[FR Doc. 95-8948 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4000-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Record of Decision; Defense Waste
Processing Facility at the Savannah
River Site, Aiken, SC

AGENCY: Department of Energy, DOE.
ACTION: Record of Decision, Defense
Waste Processing Facility at the
Savannah River Site (SRS), Aiken,
South Carolina.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) is publishing a Record of
Decision for the Defense Waste
Processing Facility (DWPF). DOE has
prepared and issued a Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) (DOE/EIS-0082-S,
November 25, 1994) to assess the
potential environmental impacts of
completing construction and operating
the DWPF, a group of associated
facilities and structures, to pretreat,
immobilize, and store high-level
radioactive waste at the Savannah River
Site (SRS). On the basis of the analysis
of impacts in the Supplemental EIS,
monetary costs, and regulatory
commitments, DOE has decided to
complete construction and startup
testing, and begin operation of DWPF.
The facility will be completed and
operated as designed, which includes
modifications to the conceptual design
originally proposed and evaluated in the
EIS prepared for the DWPF in 1982
(DOE/EIS-0082). DOE also will
implement additional safety
modifications to DWPF that will
substantially reduce or eliminate
potential accidental releases of
radioactive material and chemicals in
the unlikely event of a severe
earthquake. Independent readiness
reviews of DWPF facilities will be
conducted, and any potential concerns
raised in these reviews will be resolved
before DOE proceeds with radioactive
operations.

High-level radioactive waste at SRS,
the result of nuclear materials
production, has been stored in large
underground tanks at SRS since 1954.
This waste now amounts to
approximately 129 million liters (34
million gallons) and exists as sludge,

soluble salts dissolved in water
(supernatant), and crystallized saltcake
formed from evaporation of the
supernatant. DWPF includes facilities to
pre-treat the salt (supernatant and
saltcake) and sludge components using
existing high-level waste tanks. Pre-
treatment of the salt component will
involve chemical precipitation in a
high-level waste tank followed by
filtration for separation of highly
radioactive constituents (cesium,
strontium, and plutonium) from the salt
solution, yielding two output streams: a
highly radioactive precipitate slurry and
a low radioactivity salt solution. Pre-
treatment of the highly radioactive
sludge will involve washing it with a
sodium hydroxide solution in selected
high-level waste tanks to remove
aluminum hydroxide and other soluble
salts. The highly radioactive
constituents in the precipitate slurry
and the pre-treated sludge will be
immobilized at DWPF by incorporating
them in borosilicate glass in a process
called vitrification. The highly
radioactive vitrified waste will be sealed
in stainless steel canisters and stored in
vaults at DWPF until a permanent
geologic repository becomes available.
The low radioactivity salt solution
resulting from salt and sludge pre-
treatment will be immobilized in the
Saltstone Manufacturing Plant (one of
the DWPF facilities) by being blended
with cement, slag, and flyash, which
will harden into a concrete-like material
called saltstone. Saltstone will be
permanently disposed of in large vaults
located near DWPF.

Storage of high-level radioactive
waste in tanks presents continued long-
term risk from releases to the
environment, both from normal
operations and potential accidents.
Completion and operation of DWPF will
provide DOE with facilities to
immobilize high-level waste at SRS in a
form that will significantly reduce
potential long-term hazards to human
health and the environment.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
further information on DWPF or to
receive a copy of the Final
Supplemental EIS contact: SR NEPA
Compliance Officer, U.S. Department of
Energy, Savannah River Operations
Office, P.O. Box 5031, Aiken, South
Carolina 29804-5031, (800) 242-8269.
For further information on the DOE
National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) process, contact: Carol M.
Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA
Policy and Assistance (EH-42), U.S.
Department of Energy, 1000
Independence Avenue, SW,
Washington, D.C. 20585, (202) 586—
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4600, or leave a message at (800) 472—
2756.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
l. Background

DOE prepared this Record of Decision
pursuant to the regulations of the
Council on Environmental Quality for
implementing National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) (40 CFR Parts 1500—
1508) and DOE’s NEPA Implementing
Procedures (10 CFR Part 1021). This
Record of Decision is based on DOE’s
Final Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the Defense
Waste Processing Facility, SRS, Aiken,
South Carolina (DOE/EIS-0082-S).

DOE’s SRS occupies approximately
800 square kilometers (300 square
miles) adjacent to the Savannah River,
principally in Aiken and Barnwell
counties of South Carolina, about 40
kilometers (25 miles) southeast of
Augusta, Georgia, and about 32
kilometers (20 miles) south of Aiken,
South Carolina. When established in the
early 1950s, SRS’s primary mission was
to produce nuclear materials to support
the defense, research, and medical
programs of the United States. SRS’s
present mission emphasizes waste
management, environmental restoration,
and decontamination and
decommissioning of facilities that are no
longer needed.

The process used in the past to
recover uranium and plutonium from
production reactor fuel and target
assemblies in SRS’s two chemical
separations areas resulted in high-level
radioactive waste. This waste, which
now amounts to approximately 129
million liters (34 million gallons), is
stored in underground tanks at the F-
and H-Area Tank Farms. After
introduction into the tanks as a liquid,
the high-level waste separates into a
sludge layer at the bottom of the tanks
and an upper layer of salts dissolved in
water (supernatant). Evaporation of the
supernatant in the tank farms using
evaporators has produced a third waste
form in the tanks, crystallized saltcake.

In 1979 and 1980, DOE prepared an
EIS (DOE/EIS-0023; 44 FR 88320,
December 3, 1979) and issued a Record
of Decision (45 FR 9763, February 13,
1980) to continue a research and
development program to develop
technology for removing these wastes
from the tanks and immobilizing the
highly radioactive constituents in a form
suitable for disposal. In its Record of
Decision, DOE indicated that
immobilization was the process most
likely to ensure that the waste would
remain contained in a form that would

pose the least threat to human health or
the environment.

In 1982, DOE published an EIS (DOE/
EIS-0082; 47 FR 10901, March 12, 1982)
evaluating a proposal to design,
construct, and operate the DWPF to
immobilize SRS high-level waste in a
form suitable for safe storage, transport,
and ultimate disposal at a permanent
geologic repository. A Record of
Decision to construct and operate DWPF
was issued on June 1, 1982 (47 FR
23801). Subsequently, after completing
an Environmental Assessment (DOE/
EA-0179; 47 FR 32778, July 29, 1982),
DOE selected borosilicate glass as the
medium of choice for stabilization of
high-level waste at DWPF.

The DWPF is now mostly constructed,
and the major high-level waste pre-
treatment processes and the vitrification
process are nearly ready to operate.
However, DOE has made design changes
to the DWPF process since the 1982 EIS
to improve efficiency and safety of the
facility. Among these changes are
modifications to processes for pre-
treatment of the salt (i.e., supernatant
and saltcake) and sludge components of
the high-level waste before vitrification,
and modifications in methods used for
onsite disposal of the immobilized low
radioactivity waste fraction (saltstone)
resulting from salt pre-treatment. The
potential environmental impacts of
these modifications had been
considered individually, but not
cumulatively, in prior NEPA
documentation.

In view of these considerations, DOE
determined that a focused EIS-level
review of the environmental impacts of
the DWPF as now envisioned was
timely and appropriate. Thus, on April
6, 1994, DOE published in the Federal
Register a Notice of Intent (59 FR 16499)
to prepare a Supplemental EIS for the
operation of the DWPF. This notice
initiated a formal scoping period that
extended through May 31, 1994.

DOE held three informal public
workshops early in the scoping period
in North Augusta, South Carolina;
Savannah, Georgia; and Columbia,
South Carolina on April 12, 19, and 21,
1994, respectively, to provide the public
with information on the DWPF.
Interested parties were invited to submit
comments for consideration in the
preparation of the Supplemental EIS.
DOE also established a toll-free
telephone line allowing interested
parties to submit comments by voice or
facsimile. Comments were also
submitted by mail and at formal public
scoping meetings held in Savannah,
Georgia, and North Augusta and
Columbia, South Carolina, on May 12,
17, and 19, 1994, respectively.

On August 26, 1994, DOE and the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) published Notices of Availability
of DOE’s Draft Supplemental EIS in the
Federal Register (59 FR 44137 and 59
FR 44143, respectively). EPA’s notice
officially started the public comment
period on the Draft Supplemental EIS,
which extended through October 11,
1994. Comments were received by letter,
telephone (voice mail), and formal
statements made at 10 public hearing
sessions. The hearings, which included
the opportunity for informal discussions
with DOE personnel involved with
DWPF, were held in Aiken, South
Carolina on September 13, 1994 (2
sessions); Hilton Head, South Carolina
on September 14, 1994; Beaufort and
Hardeeville, South Carolina, and
Savannah, Georgia (first session) on
September 15; Savannah, Georgia
(second session) on September 16; and
Allendale, Barnwell, and Columbia,
South Carolina on September 20, 1994.

DOE considered the comments it
received from agencies, organizations,
and individuals on the Draft
Supplemental EIS in preparing the Final
Supplemental EIS. On November 18,
1994, DOE announced its completion of
the Final Supplemental EIS, and EPA
published a Notice of Availability of the
document in the Federal Register on
November 25, 1994 (59 FR 60630),
following distribution of approximately
300 copies to government officials and
interested groups and individuals.

I1. Alternatives

In the Final Supplemental EIS, DOE
examined two major alternatives for
treating waste at DWPF, and a no-action
alternative. These alternatives are
described below.

A. Proposed Action

Under this alternative, DOE would
complete construction and begin
operation of the DWPF as currently
designed to immobilize SRS high-level
radioactive waste. DOE would continue
DWPF process and facility
modifications that are underway,
complete startup testing activities, and
operate the facility upon completion of
testing. DOE also would implement
safety modifications to substantially
reduce or eliminate the probability and
consequences of accidental releases of
radioactive materials and chemicals in
the unlikely event of a severe
earthquake. These modifications, which
would be implemented before the
facility is operated with radioactive
waste, address three types of systems:
process vessel ventilation systems,
building ventilation systems, and
systems to prevent or reduce releases of
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hazardous chemicals. These upgrades
could be achieved through additional
barriers and within the basic design of
the existing facility. The upgrades
would ensure that radioactive and
hazardous materials would be confined
during and following postulated
accidents to provide a level of safety to
facility workers and the public that is
within SRS standards.

Based on operating plans and
projected funding used in the SEIS
analysis, high-level waste processing
would be completed in about 24 years.
As analyzed in the SEIS, DWPF
includes pre-treatment processes, the
Vitrification Facility and associated
support facilities and structures, and
Saltstone Manufacturing and Disposal,
as described below.

Pre-Treatment Processes and Facilities

« Extended Sludge Processing—a
washing process that would be carried
out in selected H-Area high-level
radioactive waste tanks, to remove
aluminum hydroxide and soluble salts
from the high-level waste sludge. Sludge
would be processed in the DWPF, and
the wash water would be directed to the
Evaporator Feed Tanks. These facilities
are built and the sludge washing process
is being tested.

¢ In-Tank Precipitation (ITP)—a
process that would be carried out in
selected H-Area high-level radioactive
waste tanks and associated new
facilities to remove dissolved
radioactive constituents (strontium,
cesium, and plutonium) from the highly
radioactive salt solution by chemical
precipitation and filtration. The
precipitate would be sent to Late Wash,
which is now under construction; the
remaining low radioactivity salt
solution would be sent to Saltstone
Manufacturing and Disposal. These
facilities are constructed, and testing is
nearly complete.

* Late Wash—a process to
concentrate residual radioactive
constituents and wash the highly
radioactive precipitate resulting from
ITP to remove a chemical (sodium
nitrite) that could potentially interfere
with operations in the Vitrification
Facility. This facility is being
constructed.

Vitrification Facility and Associated
Support Facilities and Structures

< Vitrification Facility—a large
building that contains processing
equipment to immobilize the highly
radioactive sludge and precipitate
portions of the high-level waste in
borosilicate glass. The sludge and
precipitate would be treated chemically,
mixed with frit (finely ground glass),

melted, and poured into stainless steel
canisters that would then be welded
shut. The facility is presently
constructed and undergoing startup
testing.

« Glass Waste Storage Buildings—
buildings for storage of the radioactive
glass waste canisters in highly shielded
and ventilated vaults located below
ground level. One building is
completed; another building is in the
planning stage and would be built as
part of the proposed action.

* Chemical Waste Treatment
Facility—an industrial waste treatment
facility that neutralizes nonradioactive
wastewater from bulk chemical storage
areas and nonradioactive process areas
of the Vitrification Facility. This facility
is constructed and in operation.

« Failed Equipment Storage Vaults—
shielded concrete vaults that would be
used for storage of failed process
equipment that is too radioactive to
allow onsite disposal. These vaults
would be used until permanent disposal
facilities can be developed. Two vaults
are nearly constructed; four more vaults
are planned for the near future. DOE
estimates that a total of approximately
14 vaults would be needed to
accommodate waste generated during
the 24-year Vitrification Facility
operating period as analyzed in the
SEIS.

¢ Organic Waste Storage Tank—A
568,000-liter (150,000-gallon) capacity
aboveground tank that stores a
flammable liquid organic waste
consisting primarily of benzene, a
byproduct of processing precipitate
prior to vitrification. During radioactive
operations, this waste would contain
small amounts of radioactivity,
primarily cesium. The tank is
constructed and currently stores
nonradioactive liquid organic waste
generated during nonradioactive
chemical testing of the Vitrification
Facility.

Saltstone Manufacturing and Disposal

« Saltstone Manufacturing Plant—a
processing plant that would blend the
low radioactivity salt solution with
cement, slag, and flyash to create a
mixture that hardens into a concrete-
like material called saltstone. The plant
is in operation to treat liquid waste
residuals from the F- and H-Area
Effluent Treatment Facility, an existing
wastewater treatment facility that serves
the F- and H-Area Tank Farms. The
plant is ready for treatment of low
radioactivity salt solution produced by
ITP.

» Saltstone Disposal Vaults—Ilarge
concrete disposal vaults into which the
mixture of salt solution, flyash, slag, and

cement that is prepared at the Saltstone
Manufacturing Plant is pumped. After
cells in the vault are filled, they are
sealed with concrete. The vaults would
then be covered with soil, and an
engineered cap constructed of clay and
other materials would be installed over
the vaults to reduce infiltration by
rainwater and leaching of contaminants
into the groundwater. Two vaults have
been constructed. About 13 more vaults
would be constructed over the life of the
facility for the proposed action.

B. lon Exchange Alternative

This alternative is as described above
for the proposed action, except that DOE
would replace the ITP process with an
ion exchange process for high-level
waste pre-treatment. DOE examined two
options for implementing ion exchange
for waste pre-treatment: (1) Phased
replacement and (2) immediate
replacement. In phased replacement,
ITP would operate until the ion
exchange facility had been designed,
constructed, tested, and was available
for use, in approximately 14 years. In
immediate replacement, ITP would not
operate and waste removal from tanks
would not begin, meaning the waste
would remain in a more mobile state
until the ion exchange facility was
operational in approximately 10 years.
Under the immediate replacement
option, the ion exchange facility would
be available four years earlier than it
would be under the phased replacement
alternative. Because ITP would not be
operating to empty the high-level waste
tanks, DOE would design, construct,
and test an ion exchange facility on an
accelerated schedule.

C. No Action

Under this alternative, DOE would
continue to manage SRS high-level
waste in the F- and H-Area Tank Farms
for an indefinite period until an
alternative to DWPF can be developed
to effectively immobilize the high-level
waste. DOE would not operate the
Vitrification Facility and associated
facilities and structures, ITP, or
Extended Sludge Processing. DOE
would continue current Saltstone
Manufacturing and Disposal operations
to treat waste residuals from the F- and
H-Area Effluent Treatment Facility. DOE
would “mothball” the Vitrification
Facility for an indefinite period and
reduce DWPF operations staff
accordingly. At least two additional
Saltstone Disposal Vaults would be
constructed for disposal of F- and H-
Area Effluent Treatment Facility waste
residuals.
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D. Environmental Impacts of
Alternatives Documented in the
Supplemental EIS

The alternatives (except the no-action
alternative) would result in an overall
reduction in risk to human health and
the environment associated with
management of high-level radioactive
waste currently stored in the tank farms.
As long as the waste remains in the
tanks, particularly in liquid form,
releases to the environment could occur
as a result of leaks, spills, or tank system
rupture. In the process of reducing this
overall risk, taking action would have
environmental impacts. Although the
no-action alternative would not pose
these operational impacts, it also would
not reduce the continuing risk posed by
tank storage of the high-level radioactive
waste. Implied in the no-action
alternative is the operation at some
future time of a replacement
immobilization facility (an alternative to
DWPF) to treat the high-level
radioactive waste. However, the risks
and impacts of future alternative
immobilization facilities are not known
and were not evaluated in the Final
Supplemental EIS.

Under all the alternatives, minor
impacts would be expected to geologic
resources (e.g., soils), surface water,
socioeconomic resources, traffic and
transportation, and decontamination
and decommissioning. No impacts to
cultural resources, aesthetic and scenic
resources, floodplains and wetlands, or
threatened and endangered species
would be expected from implementing
any of the alternatives. Other impacts
are discussed below.

Each alternative considered in the
Supplemental EIS, including no action,
would result in the unavoidable loss or
alteration of land, natural resources, and
associated natural resource services
(e.g., groundwater for drinking, natural
habitats). Land used for the Saltstone
Disposal Vaults, approximately 22
hectares (55 acres) under the no-action
alternative, and approximately 73
hectares (180 acres) under the proposed
action, or under the ion exchange
alternatives, would be permanently
committed to waste management and
would not be available for other
purposes (e.g., forestry). Under the no
action alternative, two additional vaults
would be constructed on land that has
already been cleared. Under the action
alternatives, further land use impacts
would be spaced over time as an
additional 13 new Saltstone Disposal
Vaults are constructed. Small mammals,
reptiles, and birds occupying this
habitat would be displaced or disturbed
by clearing and construction activities,

but local and regional populations of
these wildlife species would not be
impacted.

Under all alternatives, use of this land
for waste disposal would also
unavoidably impact groundwater. Some
contamination of shallow groundwater
at and near the Saltstone Disposal
Vaults is projected to occur from
leaching of radionuclides and other
pollutants (e.g., nitrate). However,
releases from the vaults are not expected
to reach the shallow groundwater for at
least 100 years, and contamination is
projected to remain below drinking
water standards beyond a distance of
100 meters (328 feet) from the vaults.
Peak concentrations of nonradioactive
contaminants are expected to occur at
least 1,000 years after closure. The peak
radiological dose from groundwater
contamination will occur 2,000 years
after closure and is 100 times less than
current EPA dose limits for drinking
water.

Under normal operations, radiation
exposure to workers and members of the
public would be well within DOE and
EPA limits for any of the alternatives.
DOE does not expect adverse health
effects to members of the public. Normal
operations under either action
alternative could result in
approximately one additional fatal
cancer from exposure to radiation
among DWPF workers over the 24 years
of DWPF processing as analyzed in the
SEIS.

Under any of the alternatives, wastes
would be generated as a result of
operations. These wastes would include
low-level, hazardous, mixed (hazardous
and radioactive), construction debris,
and sanitary wastes. In addition to these
waste streams, highly radioactive failed
equipment such as failed melters,
process vessels, and miscellaneous
small failed equipment would be
generated under the action alternatives.
The wastes generated under any
alternative would impact the existing
and planned SRS waste management
infrastructure. The treatment and
disposal options for these waste
streams, except for the highly
radioactive failed equipment (which is
specifically designated for storage in the
Failed Equipment Storage Vaults) and
sanitary waste, are being evaluated in
the SRS Waste Management EIS,
currently being prepared.

Major differences in potential impacts
among the alternatives include the
following:

« Although long-term risk to human
health and the environment would be
reduced by immobilizing the waste, the
proposed action and either option under
the ion exchange alternative would

initially pose an increased risk above
that posed by continued storage (no
action). During the period of DWPF
operation, the risk would gradually
decrease below that of continued tank
storage to a smaller, continuing risk
from radioactive glass waste canisters
stored underground in the Glass Waste
Storage Buildings and from residual
radioactivity in the high-level waste
tanks and processing facilities. Under
the ion exchange immediate
replacement option, current levels of
risk from tank farm operations would
persist for an additional 10 years
because high-level waste removal and
stabilization would be delayed 10 years.
Under the no-action alternative, the risk
from managing high-level radioactive
waste at the tank farms would continue
indefinitely.

« Under either action alternative,
radiological releases, resulting from
failures of DWPF equipment and
systems after a severe earthquake
(frequency of once every 5,000 years),
could result in a dose of approximately
4,000 rem to a worker located 100
meters (328 feet) from the Vitrification
Facility and greater doses to workers
located closer to the facility. Such doses
would result in death within a few days.
These equipment and system failures
would also result in doses to the public
that exceed the DOE dose standard for
normal operations. The proposed action
includes safety modifications, which
would be implemented before the
facility is operated with radioactive
waste, to substantially reduce or
eliminate the probability and
consequences of these failures resulting
from a severe earthquake.

« Potential, but unlikely, chemical
accidents under each of the action
alternatives could result in nitric acid
concentrations that may cause nearby
workers to experience or develop life-
threatening health effects or prevent
them from taking protective actions. The
proposed safety modifications would be
in place to minimize the consequences
of these potential accidents.

« Potential, but unlikely, chemical
accidents for the proposed action and
for the first 14 years of the phased
replacement option could result in
formic acid and benzene concentrations
that may cause nearby workers to
experience or develop life-threatening
health effects or prevent them from
taking protective actions. This potential
impact would not exist for the no-action
alternative, the immediate replacement
ion exchange option, or the last 10 years
of the phased replacement ion exchange
option. The proposed safety
modifications would be in place to
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minimize the consequences of these
potential accidents.

* The ion exchange alternative poses
a lower risk from hazardous materials
than does operation of ITP because
fewer hazardous byproducts, such as
benzene, would be produced.

* The ion exchange and no-action
alternatives would eliminate the
generation of DWPF organic waste as
compared to the proposed action.

E. Environmentally Preferable
Alternative

DOE considers the alternative that
would use ion exchange as an ITP pre-
treatment replacement to be the
environmentally preferable alternative.
However, DOE considers either of the
action alternatives (i.e., proposed action
and ion exchange alternative)
environmentally preferable over the no-
action alternative because the risk posed
by storing the high-level waste at the
tank farms under the no-action
alternative would continue indefinitely,
as long as the high-level radioactive
waste remained in the tanks
(particularly in liquid form), due to
potential releases to the environment
from leaks, spills, or tank system
rupture.

Although DOE considers the ion
exchange alternative environmentally
preferable, implementation of ion
exchange would result in certain
environmental impacts as discussed
above. Under the phased replacement
option, the proposed action impacts are
present during the first 14 years. Under
the immediate replacement option, an
additional 10 years of risk would exist
from tank storage of the high-level
radioactive waste. The total impacts of
the ion exchange alternative (both
phased and immediate replacement
options), including the impacts of
existing offsite facilities and reasonably
foreseeable onsite facilities and
operations, would be equal to or less
than those of the proposed action.

The advantages of the ion exchange
alternative result from the elimination
of benzene as a byproduct of ITP. In
addition, either ion exchange
replacement option would result in a
slight decrease in the generation of
mixed waste compared to the proposed
action. However, the ion exchange
alternative would slightly increase the
number of radiologically contaminated
facilities at SRS requiring eventual
decontamination and decommissioning.

The ion exchange alternative which
would not produce benzene or use
formic acid in the vitrification process,
would eliminate the risks caused by
these substances in an accident. This
alternative would also reduce the

likelihood of radiological accidents at
the Vitrification Facility by eliminating
benzene, which is flammable and could
cause explosions under certain accident
scenarios. However, under the proposed
action, DOE would implement safety
modifications, before radioactive
operations are initiated, to substantially
reduce or eliminate the probability and
consequences of such events.

I11. Decision

DOE has decided to implement the
proposed action as described in the
Final Supplemental EIS. DOE will
complete construction and begin
operation of the DWPF as currently
designed to immobilize high-level
radioactive waste. DOE will also
implement additional safety
modifications to DWPF that will
substantially reduce or eliminate
potential accidental releases of
radioactivity and chemicals in the
unlikely event of a severe earthquake.
DOE will continue the DWPF process
and facility modifications that are
underway, complete startup testing
activities, and meet requirements for
independent reviews. Upon completion
of these activities, DOE will operate the
facility. Based on operating plans and
projected funding used in the SEIS
analysis, high-level waste processing
would be completed in about 24 years.

A. Discussion

On the basis of analyses presented in
the Final Supplemental EIS, DOE
considers the no-action alternative to be
the least favorable of the alternatives
considered. DOE considers tank storage
of the high-level radioactive waste (i.e.,
the no-action alternative) to be only a
temporary solution to managing this
waste, while action alternatives offer a
long-term solution, providing for the
immobilization of the waste in a form
suitable for safe storage and ultimate
disposal at a permanent geologic
repository. As discussed above, the risk
of potential releases to the environment
posed by storing the high-level
radioactive waste in tanks would
continue as long as waste remained in
the tanks.

Selection of the no-action or the ion
exchange immediate replacement
alternative would result in DOE being
unable to achieve or maintain timely
compliance with environmental
requirements and commitments made to
environmental regulatory agencies.
Since 1982, DOE has entered into two
major compliance agreements with
regulatory agencies that affect DWPF.
The first is the Federal Facility
Agreement with the Environmental
Protection Agency and the South

Carolina Department of Health and
Environmental Control (SCDHEC), made
effective in August 1993. It was
developed to ensure that environmental
restoration activities at SRS meet
applicable requirements of the
Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act and the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA). DOE committed
in this agreement to remove the high-
level waste from those high-level waste
tanks and tank system components that
do not meet stringent standards,
including adequate secondary
containment to minimize the potential
for releases to the environment. DOE
also committed to develop, and is in the
process of negotiating, a waste removal
plan and schedule to be approved by
EPA and SCDHEC. This plan and
schedule is based on operating DWPF,
including ITP and Extended Sludge
Processing, which EPA and SCDHEC
formally recognize in the agreement as
appropriate treatment for high-level
radioactive waste at SRS.

The second of these agreements is the
Land Disposal Restrictions Federal
Facility Compliance Agreement between
DOE and EPA, first made effective in
March 1991 and last amended in June
1994. This agreement specifies actions
DOE must take to ensure compliance
with the land disposal restriction
requirements of RCRA. It applies to
certain SRS hazardous wastes that are
also radioactive (i.e., mixed wastes),
including high-level waste at SRS. The
land disposal restrictions require that
hazardous and mixed waste be treated
to meet specific treatment standards to
reduce potential hazards and limit the
amount of waste that can be stored in an
untreated condition. EPA has specified
vitrification as the treatment to be used
for high-level waste, and the Land
Disposal Restrictions Federal Facility
Compliance Agreement requires DOE to
vitrify this waste in the DWPF system as
necessary to support the waste removal
plan and schedule developed in
accordance with the Federal Facility
Agreement.

Several other factors contributed to
DOE'’s decision to implement the
proposed action rather than the ion
exchange alternative. First, the
difference in impacts between these two
alternatives would be small. Although
the impacts of the ion exchange
alternative would be less than the
proposed action, primarily due to the
shorter period of benzene production
(phased replacement) or the elimination
of benzene production (immediate
replacement), the benzene emissions
would be within regulatory standards.
Also, safety modifications will be made
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to reduce the likelihood and
consequences of accidents that could
occur from the presence of benzene.
Secondly, construction and
implementation of an ion exchange
system would be expensive. The total
cost of designing and constructing the
ion exchange facility is projected to be
$500 million. The approximate cost of
the immediate replacement option
would be $1.1 billion, in addition to the
$500 million for designing and
constructing the ion exchange facility.
Finally, although an ion exchange
system is technically feasible,
uncertainty exists in designing and
implementing this system for DWPF.
Large-scale demonstrations would be
required to validate the safety basis and
the efficiency of the process to remove
cesium, strontium, and plutonium, and
to demonstrate the impacts on
radioactive glass quality.

V. Mitigation Action Plan

A Mitigation Action Plan is not
required (10 CFR 1021.33) because
safety improvements have been
incorporated into the proposed action to
reduce the consequences from potential
accidents.

V. Final SEIS Comments

The U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency Region IV expressed concern
about projected high level waste
throughput from storage of foreign
research reactor fuel or from acceptance
onsite of commercial wastes. The
vitrification of waste other than liquid
high level waste now in tanks (and
small increments produced as a result of
site activities) is not proposed at this
time. If a proposal is made at a later
time, appropriate NEPA review will be
undertaken. The final SEIS, taking
account of preliminary estimates of
reasonably foreseeable actions,
including the acceptance of foreign
research reactor spent nuclear fuel,
containing enriched uranium of United
States origin, stated that the incremental
volume of high-level radioactive waste
than could result from these activities
and that might be processed in DWPF is
small compared to the volume of high-
level waste currently stored in the tank
farms (Section 2.2.1) and presented
estimates of cumulative impacts
(Section 4.1.17). The acceptance of
commercial wastes at the Savannah
River Site has not been proposed and is
therefore outside the scope of the DWPF
SEIS.

VI. Conclusion

DOE has determined that the best
course of action for immobilizing SRS
radioactive high-level waste is to

complete construction and startup
testing and operate DWPF as currently
designed, but include additional safety
modifications to reduce or eliminate
potential accidental releases of
radioactive materials and benzene in the
event of a severe earthquake. This
conclusion is based on careful
consideration of environmental impacts,
monetary costs, and regulatory
commitments. Storage of high-level
radioactive waste in tanks, particularly
in liquid form, presents continued risk
of releases to the environment, both
from normal operation and accidents.
Completion and operation of DWPF will
effectively reduce potential hazards to
human health and the environment
posed by this high-level radioactive
waste.

Issued in Washington, D.C. on March 28,
1995.
Thomas P. Grumbly,

Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management.

[FR Doc. 95-9004 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P

EERE-Denver Regional Support Office;
IRP Education and Training Program

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
ACTION: Notice of Request for
Applications, Integrated Resource
Planning, Education and Training
Program.

SUMMARY: The Office of Utility
Technologies, Assistant Secretary for
Energy Efficiency and Renewable
Energy, through the Denver Regional
Support Office, announces the
Integrated Resource Planning Education
and Training Program. The program will
provide assistance for State public
officials to participate in training and
education opportunities to enhance
integrated resource planning (IRP) and
demand-side management (DSM)
efforts. Two cycles of applications are
invited, the first is April 1, 1995 and the
second is July 1, 1995. Total funding
available is $250,000.

Eligible participants are
Commissioners, Governing Officials,
and staff of State public utility
commissions and State energy offices.
Funds may be used for training,
including workshops and seminars, to
obtain consultant services, to purchase
computer software, guidebooks,
tutorials, and to subscribe to databases
and subscription services. Applications
must be submitted to the Denver
Regional Support Office. Applications
will be evaluated according to the type
of assistance requested, and the
importance of the funding to IRP/DSM

activities and the ability to measure the
impact the assistance will have on
advancing IRP/DSM in the organization.
Awards will not exceed $5,000.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: TO
obtain a copy of the application
procedures, contact Cathy Ghandehari ,
U.S. Department of Energy, Denver
Support Office, 2801 Youngfield St.,
Suite 380, Golden, CO 80401,
Telephone 303-231-5750. Requests may
be faxed to Ms. Ghandehari at 303-231—
5757.

Issued in Golden, Colorado on: March 23,
1995.
Beth H. Peterman,
Acting Chief, Procurement, GO.
[FR Doc. 95-9019 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P

EERE-Denver Regional Support Office;
Solicitation; Integrated Resource
Planning

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
ACTION: Notice of Solicitation for
Financial Assistance Applications,
Number DE-PS48-95R810530,
Integrated Resource Planning.

SUMMARY: The Department of Energy,
Denver Regional Support Office,
pursuant to 10 CFR 600 announces its
intention to issue a competitive
solicitation and make financial
assistance awards to support Research
Projects in Integrated Resource Planning
(IRP) in furtherance of the provisions of
Title 1, Energy Efficiency, Section 111 of
Public Law 102-486, The Energy Policy
Act of 1992.

AVAILABILITY OF THE SOLICITATION: To
obtain a copy of the solicitation write to
the U.S. Department of Energy, Denver
Support Office, 2801 Youngfield St.,
Suite 380, Golden, CO 80401, Attn:
Louise S. Urgo, FY 1995, IRP
Solicitation. Only written requests for
the solicitation will be honored. For
convenience, requests for the
solicitation may be faxed to Ms. Urgo at
303-231-5757.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
investor-owned electric utility industry
is undergoing rapid and profound
change in response to competitive
pressures resulting in a fundamental
rethinking of industry structure and
regulatory policies and programs.
Specifically, as industry structure
changes and electricity is bought and
sold in increasing competitive trade,
questions arise as to the necessity for
and ability of regulation and public
policy generally to pursue aims such as
energy efficiency, resource diversity,
equity, and environmental quality



Federal Register / Vol. 60, No. 70 / Wednesday, April 12, 1995 / Notices

18595

through traditional regulatory means.
The U.S. Department of Energy, Office
of Energy Efficiency and Renewable
Energy, is interested in exploring
emerging structures and institutions for
ensuring that basic public policy goals
continue to be met, increasingly through
market-based mechanisms. Specifically,
the IRP Program intends to sponsor
innovative research to explore the
nature of the investor-owned electric
utility industry and market
transformation, and the development of
new institutions supporting energy
efficiency, environmental quality,
equity, fuel diversity and research and
development. Seven (7) broad subject
areas in which research can be proposed
include: (1) The economic costs and
benefits of alternative wholesale and
retail market structures. (2) The
evolving nature of retail electricity
markets. (3) New institutions for
promoting and enhancing
environmental quality. (4) New
institutions for improving energy
efficiency. (5) Analytical methods for a
competitive market. (6) New structures
for resource planning. (7) Emerging
issues in the electric utility. More
details on the types of projects and
activities that might be expected as a
result of this competition are included
in the solicitation.

Review of applications will begin on
or about June 15, 1995. Selections will
commence approximately mid-july,
with anticipated award issuance during
August through September 1995. It is
anticipated that the Denver Support
Office of the Department of Energy will
make multiple financial assistance
awards as a result of this solicitation.
Approximately $400,000 has been
allocated to this program in Fiscal Year
1995. Approximately four (4) to eight (8)
awards will be made with Federal share
funding levels not to exceed $100,000
for any individual award. Project should
be completed within nine (9) months of
the award date, unless approved
otherwise by a DOE Contracting Officer
in writing.

Awards may be either grants or
cooperative agreements, depending on
the amount of substantial involvement
anticipated between the Department of
Energy and the recipient during
performance of the contemplated
activity.

The solicitation will be issued on or
about April 15, 1995, and will contain
detailed information on funding, cost
sharing requirements, eligibility,
application preparation, and evaluation.
Responses to the solicitation will be due
60 days after solicitation release.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: U.S.
Department of Energy, Denver Regional
Support Office, 2801 Youngfield St.,

Golden, CO., 80201, Attention: Louise S.

Urgo, Contracting Officer.

Issued in Golden, Colorado on: March 23,
1995.
Beth H. Peterman,
Acting Chief, Procurement, GO.
[FR Doc. 95-9020 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P

[6450-1-RMS]

Environmental Management Site-
Specific Advisory Board, Monticello
Site

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
ACTION: Notice of Open Meeting.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to the provisions of
the Federal Advisory Committee Act
(Public Law 92-463, 86 Stat. 770) notice
is hereby given of the following
Advisory Board Committee Meeting:
Environmental Management Site-
Specific Advisory Board, Monticello
Site.

DATE AND TIME: Tuesday, April 18, 1995,
6:30 p.m.—8:00 p.m.

ADDRESSES: Monticello City Hall,
Monticello, Utah 84535.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Audrey Berry, Public Affairs Specialist,
Department of Energy Grand Junction
Projects Office, P.O. Box 2567, Grand
Junction, C0O 81502 (303) 248-7727.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Purpose of the Board

The purpose of the Board is to advise
DOE and its regulators in the areas of
environmental restoration, waste
management, and related activities.

Tentative Agenda

The Environmental Management Site-
Specific Advisory Board, Monticello
Site, will be discussing issues related to

the reorganization of the advisory board.

Public Participation

The meeting is open to the public.
Written statements may be filed with
the Committee either before or after the
meeting. Individuals who wish to make
oral statements pertaining to agenda
items should contact Audrey Berry’s
office at the address or telephone
number listed above. Requests must be
received 5 days prior to the meeting and
reasonable provision will be made to
include the presentation in the agenda.
The Designated Federal Official is
empowered to conduct the meeting in a
fashion that will facilitate the orderly

conduct of business. Each individual
wishing to make public comment will
be provided a maximum of 5 minutes to
present their comments. This notice is
being published less than 15 days before
the date of the meeting, due to
programmatic issues that had to be
resolved prior to publication.
Minutes

The minutes of this meeting will be
available for public review and copying
at the Freedom of Information Public
Reading Room, 1E-190, Forrestal
Building, 1000 Independence Avenue,
SW, Washington, DC 20585 between
9:00 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday-Friday,
except Federal holidays. Minutes will
also be available by writing to Audrey
Berry, Department of Energy Grand
Junction Projects Office, P.O. Box 2567,
Grand Junction, CO 81502, or by calling
her at (303)-248-7727.

Issued at Washington, DC on April 7, 1995.
Rachel M. Samuel,
Acting Deputy Advisory Committee
Management Officer.
[FR Doc. 95-9018 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M

Office of Energy Research; High
Energy Physics Advisory Panel; Notice
of open meeting

AGENCY: Department of Energy.

ACTION: Notice of open meeting.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to the provisions of
the Federal Advisory Committee Act
(Public Law 92-463, 86 Stat. 770),
notice is given of a meeting of the High
Energy Physics Advisory Panel.

DATES: Sunday, May 7, 1995, 9:00 a.m.
to 5:00 p.m.; and Monday, May 8, 1995,
9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.

ADDRESSES: Cornell University, Clark
Hall, Room 700, Ithaca, New York
14853.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr.
P.K. Williams, Executive Secretary,
High Energy Physics Advisory Panel,
U.S. Department of Energy, ER—221,
GTN, Washington, D.C. 20585,
Telephone: (301) 903-4829.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Purpose of the Meeting

The Panel will provide advice and
guidance with respect to the high energy
physics research program.

Tentative Agenda

Sunday, May 7, 1995, and Monday, May
8, 1995:

Discussion of Department of Energy
(DOE) High Energy Physics
Programs
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Discussion of National Science
Foundation (NSF) Elementary
Particle Physics Programs

Discussion of Status of Large Hadron
Collider (LHC) Project and U.S.
Participation in LHC

Discussion of University-based High
Energy Physics Programs

Reports on and Discussions of Topics of
General Interest in High Energy
Physics

Presentations of CESR/CLEO Programs
at Cornell University

Public Comment (10 minute rule)

Public Participation

The two-day meeting is open to the
public. The Chairperson of the Panel is
empowered to conduct the meeting in a
fashion that will, in his judgment,
facilitate the orderly conduct of
business. Any member of the public
who wishes to make oral statements
pertaining to agenda items should
contact the Executive Secretary at the
address or telephone number listed
above. Requests must be received at
least five days prior to the meeting and
reasonable provision will be made to
include the presentation on the agenda.

Minutes

The minutes of this meeting will be
available for public review and copying
at the Freedom of Information Public
Reading Room, 1E-190, Forrestal
Building, 1000 Independence Avenue,
S.W., Washington, D.C. 20585, between
9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday
through Friday, except holidays.

Issued in Washington, D.C. on April 5,
1995.

Rachel Murphy Samuel,

Acting Deputy Advisory Committee
Management Officer.

[FR Doc. 95-9005 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

[Docket No. CP95-233-000]

Williston Basin Interstate Pipeline Co.;
Notice of Intent To Prepare an
Environmental Assessment for the
Proposed Billy Creek-Sheridan
Replacement Project and Request for
Comments on Environmental Issues

April 6, 1995.

The staff of the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC or
Commission) will prepare an
environmental assessment (EA) that will
discuss the environmental impacts of
the construction and operation of the
facilities proposed in the Billy Creek-

Sheridan Replacement Project.® This EA
will be used by the Commission in its
decision-making process to determine
whether an environmental impact
statement is necessary and whether to
approve the project.

Summary of the Proposed Project

Williston Basin Interstate Pipeline
Company (WBI) wants to replace 13.4
miles of 8-inch-diameter pipeline in
Johnson and Sheridan Counties,
Wyoming. WBI states that severe
corrosion and leaks have been found
throughout the Billy Creek-Sheridan
Pipeline, and the facilities proposed to
be replaced represent the final section of
replacement for the pipeline. WBI
would use the facilities to transport up
to 15,230 thousand cubic feet per day of
gas.

The location of the facilities are
shown in appendix 1.2

Land Requirements for Construction

Most of the proposed project would
be built within and near existing right-
of-way, but about 40 percent of the new
pipeline would be located outside of the
existing right-of-way. WBI intends to
use a construction right-of-way width
that would vary between 50 and 100 feet
during construction. About 85 acres
would be disturbed during construction.

The EA Process

The National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) requires the Commission to
take into account the environmental
impacts that could result from an action
whenever it considers the issuance of a
Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity. NEPA also requires us to
discover and address concerns the
public may have about proposals. We
call this “scoping”. The main goal of the
scoping process is to focus the analysis
in the EA on the important
environmental issues. By this Notice of
Intent, the Commission requests public
comments on the scope of the issues it
will address in the EA. All comments
received are considered during the
preparation of the EA. State and local
government representatives are
encouraged to notify their constituents
of these proposed actions and encourage

1Williston Basin Interstate Pipeline Company’s
application was filed with the Commission under
Section 7 of the Natural Gas Act and Part 157 of
the Commission’s regulations.

2The appendices referenced in this notice are not
being printed in the Federal Register. Copies are
available from the Commission’s Public Reference
and Files Maintenance Branch, Room 3104, 941
North Capitol Street, N.E., Washington, D.C. 20426,
or call (202) 208-1371. Copies of the appendices
were sent to all those receiving this notice in the
mail.

them to comment on their areas of
concern.

The EA will discuss impacts that
could occur as a result of the
construction and operation of the
proposed project under these general
headings:

¢ Geology and soils.

« Water resources, fisheries, and
wetlands.

« Vegetation and wildlife.

* Endangered and threatened species.

e Land use.

e Cultural resources.

* Public safety.

* Hazardous waste.

We will also evaluate possible
alternatives to the proposed project or
portions of the project, and make
recommendations on how to lessen or
avoid impacts on the various resource
areas.

Our independent analysis of the
issues will be in the EA. Depending on
the comments received during the
scoping process, the EA may be
published and mailed to Federal, state,
and local agencies, public interest
groups, interested individuals, affected
landowners, newspapers, libraries, and
the Commission’s official service list for
the proceeding. A comment period will
be allotted for review if the EA is
published. We will consider all
comments on the EA before we
recommend that the Commission
approve or not approve the project.

Currently Identified Environmental
Issues

We have already identified several
issues that we think deserve attention
based on a preliminary review of the
proposed facilities and the
environmental information provided by
WBI. Keep in mind that this is a
preliminary list. The list of issues may
be added to, subtracted from, or
changed based on your comments and
our analysis. Issues are:

¢ The project would cross seven
perennial streams.

e The project would cross or be near
cultural resources/archaeological sites.

Public Participation

You can make a difference by sending
a letter addressing your specific
comments or concerns about the project.
You should focus on the potential
environmental effects of the proposal,
alternatives to the proposal (including
alternative routes), and measures to
avoid or lessen environmental impact.
The more specific your comments, the
more useful they will be. Please follow
the instructions below to ensure that
your comments are received and
properly recorded:
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e Address your letter to: Lois Cashell,
Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, 825 North Capitol St.,
N.E., Washington, D.C. 20426;

« Reference Docket No. CP95-233—
000;

« Send a copy of your letter to: Mr.
Jeff Shenot, EA Project Manager, Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
North Capitol St., N.E., Room 7312,
Washington, D.C. 20426; and

¢ Mail your comments so that they
will be received in Washington, D.C. on
or before May 12, 1995.

If you wish to receive a copy of the
EA, you should request one from Mr.
Shenot at the above address.

Becoming an Intervenor

In addition to involvement in the EA
scoping process, you may want to
become an official party to the
proceeding or become an “‘intervenor”.
Among other things, intervenors have
the right to receive copies of case-
related Commission documents and
filings by other intervenors. Likewise,
each intervenor must provide copies of
its filings to all other parties. If you
want to become an intervenor you must
file a motion to intervene according to
Rule 214 of the Commission’s Rules of
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR
385.214) (appendix 2).

The date for filing of timely motions
to intervene in this proceeding has
passed. Therefore, parties now seeking
to file late interventions must show
good cause, as required by Section
385.214(b)(3), why this time limitation
should be waived. Environmental issues
have been viewed as good cause for late
intervention. You do not need
intervenor status to have your scoping
comments considered.

Additional information about the
proposed project is available from Mr.
Jeff Shenot, EA Project Manager, at (202)
219-0295.

Linwood A. Watson, Jr.,

Acting Secretary.

[FR Doc. 95-8936 Filed 4—11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. CP95-298-000]

Columbia Gas Transmission
Corporation Columbia Gulf
Transmission Co., Notice of Joint
Application

April 6, 1995.

Take notice that on April 4, 1995,
Columbia Gas Transmission Corporation
(Columbia Gas), 1700 MacCorkl Avenue,
S.E., P.O. Box 1273, Charleston, West
Virginia, 25325-1273, and Columbia
Gulf Transmission Company (Columbia

Gulf), 1700 MacCorkle Avenue, S.E.,
P.O. Box 1273, Charleston, West
Virginia, 25325-1273, filed a joint
application pursuant to Section 7(b) of
the Natural Gas Act requesting authority
to abandon a transportation service
provided by Columbia Gas and
Columbia Gulf for FMC Corporation
(FMC) performed under Columbia Gas’
Rate Schedule X-128, all as more fully
set forth in the application which is on
file with the Commission and open to
public inspection.

The transportation service was
authorized in Docket No. CP85-606—-000
which approved the agreement that
Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would
transport of up to 5,000 Dth/d of gas for
FMC’s Baltimore, Maryland plant.
Columbia Gulf would receive gas from
the producer, Amoco Production
Company (Amoco) at various points of
receipt in Cameron, Vermilion,
Lafourche, and Jefferson Davis Parishes,
Louisiana. Columbia Gulf transported
gas to Columbia Gas at an existing point
of interconnection near Leach,
Kentucky. Columbia Gas, in turn, would
transport the gas to existing points of
interconnection with Baltimore Gas and
Electric Company (BG&E) for ultimate
delivery to FMC in Baltimore,
Maryland. Volumes were last
transported in March of 1993 under Rate
Schedule X-128. The transportation
agreement provided for a primary term
of three years and could continue on
month to month thereafter until
terminated by any party upon written
notice to the other. On June 23, 1993
Columbia Gas notified FMC of its
cancellation of the transportation
service to be effective July 25, 1993.
Columbia Gas notified Columbia Gulf
and BG&E on June 25, 1993, of its intent
to terminate the transportation
agreement, X—128 to be effective July 25,
1993.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
make a protest with reference to said
application should, on or before April
27, 1995, file with the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (825 North
Capitol Street, NE., Washington, DC
20426) a motion to intervene or a protest
in accordance with the requirements of
the Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure (18 CFR 285.214 or 385.211)
and the Regulations under the Natural
Gas Act (18 CFR 157.10). All protests
filed with the Commission will be
considered by it in determining the
appropriate action to be taken, but will
not serve to make the protestants parties
to the proceeding. Any person wishing
to become a party to a proceeding or to
participate as a party in any hearing
therein must file a motion to intervene

in accordance with the Commission’s
Rules.

Take further notice that, pursuant to
the authority contained in and subject to
the jurisdiction conferred upon the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
by Sections 7 and 15 of the Natural Gas
Act and Commission’s Rules of Practice
and Procedure, a hearing will be held
without further notice before the
Commission or its designee on this
application if no motion to intervene is
filed within the time required herein, if
the Commission on its own review of
the matter finds that permission and
approval for the proposed abandonment
are required by the public convenience
and necessity. If a motion for leave to
intervene is timely filed, or if the
Commission on its own motion believes
that a formal hearing is required, further
notice of such hearing will be duly
given.

Under the procedure herein provided
for, unless otherwise advised, it will be
unnecessary for Columbia Gas or
Columbia Gulf to appear or be
represented at the hearing.

Linwood A. Watson, Jr.,

Acting Secretary.

[FR Doc. 95-8934 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket Nos. TA94-1-23-005 and TA95-1—
23-001]

Eastern Shore Natural Gas Co.;
Conference To Discuss Settlement

April 6, 1995.

Pursuant to the Commission’s notice
issued on March 13, 1995, an informal
conference will be held to explore the
possibility of settlement of the issue
raised in the above-captioned
proceeding. All parties should come
prepared to discuss settlement, and the
parties should be represented by
principals who have the authority to
commit to a settlement.

The conference will be held on
Tuesday, April 25, 1995 at 9:00 A.M. in
a room to be designated at the offices of
the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, 825 North Capitol Street,
N.E., Washington, D.C. 20426.

All interested persons and Staff are
permitted to attend.

Linwood A. Watson, Jr.,

Acting Secretary.

[FR Doc. 95-8929 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M
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[Docket No. TQ95-2-23-000 and TM95-8—
23-000]

Eastern Shore Natural Gas Co.; Notice
of Proposed Changes in FERC Gas
Tariff

April 6, 1995.

Take notice that on April 3, 1995,
Eastern Shore Natural Gas Company
(ESNG) tendered for filing certain
revised tariff sheets included in
Appendix A to the filing. Such sheets
are proposed to be effective May 1,
1995.

ESNG states that the above referenced
tariff sheets are being filed pursuant to
Section 154.308 of the Commission’s
regulations and Sections 21 and 23 of
the General Terms and Conditions of
ESNG’s FERC Gas Tariff to reflect a
reduction in ESNG’s jurisdictional rates.
ESNG states that the sale rates set forth
thereon reflect an overall decrease of
($0.1061) per dt in the Demand Charge,
and an overall decrease of ($0.2901) per
dt in the Commodity Charge, as
measured against ESNG’s Quarterly
PGA, Docket No. TQ95-1-23-000, et.
al., with rate in effect as of February 1,
1995.

ESNG states that copies of the filing
have been served upon its jurisdictional
customers and interested State
Commissions.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a motion
to intervene or protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
North Capitol Street, N.E., Washington,
D.C. 20426, in accordance with Rule 211
and 214 of the Commission’s Rules of
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 385.211
and 385.214). All such motions or
protests should be filed on or before
April 13, 1995. Protests will be
considered by the Commission in
determining the appropriate action to be
taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
to the proceeding must file a motion to
intervene. Copies of the filing are on file
with the Commission and are available
for public inspection.

Linwood A. Watson, Jr.,

Acting Secretary.

[FR Doc. 95-8928 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. RP91-26-013]

El Paso Natural Gas Co.; Notice of
Report of Amounts Due

April 6, 1995.

Take notice that on March 24, 1995,
El Paso Natural Gas Company (El Paso)
submitted, in accordance with

authorizations granted by the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission
(Commission) in orders issued
November 2, 1994, at Docket No. RP91—
26-010 and February 8, 1995, at Docket
No. RP91-26-012, its report of amounts
that each affected customer was billed.

El Paso states that on February 15,
1995, it invoiced each affected customer
its portion of the revised amounts plus
the additional interest charged from the
26th of the month following the activity
month through February 25, 1995,
which was billed to each affected
customer.

El Paso states that it invoiced amounts
totalling $4,918,643.71, inclusive of
interest, comprised of the following:
$1,555,413.59 invoiced to sales
customers subject to a direct bill;
$195,288.09 invoiced to sales customers
who paid a bundled, city-gate sales rate
which included the throughput
surcharge; and $3,167,942.03 invoiced
to transportation customers. The
applicable periods for assessment of the
revised charges are as follows: direct
bill—December 1, 1988, through
December 31, 1991 (when bundled, city-
gate sales service ceased); and
transportation—December 1, 1988,
through March 31, 1992.

El Paso states that each customer
received its pertinent detail (included in
Volume No. 2) when it received its
monthly invoice. El Paso state that it is
not furnishing the complete Volume No.
2 to all affected customers since it
contains information commercially
sensitive to individual customers.

Any person desiring to protest said
filing should file a protest with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.,
Washington, D.C. 20426, in accordance
with §385.211 of the Commission’s
Regulations. All such protests should be
filed on or before April 13, 1995.
Protests will be considered by the
Commission in determining the
appropriate action to be taken but will
not serve to make protestant parties to
the proceeding. Copies of this filing are
on file with the Commission and are
available for public inspection in the
Public Reference Room.

Linwood A. Watson, Jr.,

Acting Secretary.

[FR Doc. 95-8930 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. GT95-30-000]

Northern Natural Gas Co., Notice of
Distribution of Refunds Paid

April 6, 1995.

Take notice that on March 21, 1995,
Northern Natural Gas Company
(Northern) submitted worksheets
reflecting the distribution of refunds
paid to jurisdictional sales customers on
March 21, 1995. Northern states that
these refunds are being made pursuant
to the Commission’s Order in Colorado
Interstate Gas Company, Docket Nos.
GP83-11-002 and RI83-9-003 issued
December 1, 1993.

The Commission ordered that ‘“‘any
first seller that collected revenues in
excess of the applicable maximum
lawful price established by the NGPA as
a result of the reimbursement of the
Kansas ad valorem taxes for sales on or
after June 28, 1988, shall refund any
such excess revenues to the purchaser

. 7. The Interstate pipelines were
then required to make lump-sum cash
payments of the Kansas ad valorem tax
refunds to the customers who were
actually overcharged. Included with
Northern’s payments is interest covering
the period from the date Northern
received the refund from the producer
until March 21, 1995.

Northern states that a copy of this
report is being mailed to each of * * *
Northern’s affected jurisdictional sales
customers.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a motion
to intervene or protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
North Capitol Street, N.E., Washington,
DC 20426, in accordance with Sections
385.211 and 385.214 of the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure (18 CFR 385.211, 385.214).
All such motions or protests should be
filed on or before April 13, 1995.
Protests will be considered by the
commission in determining the
appropriate action to be taken, but will
not serve to make Protestants parties to
the proceeding. Any person wishing to
become a party must file a motion to
intervene. Copies of this filing are on
file with the Commission and are
available for public inspection.
Linwood A. Watson, Jr.,

Acting Secretary.
[FR Doc. 95-8933 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M
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[Docket No. CP95-291-000]

Richfield Gas Storage System; Notice
of Request Under Blanket
Authorization

April 6, 1995.

Take notice that on March 31, 1995,
Richfield Gas Storage System
(Richfield), Two Warren Place, 6120 S.
Yale, Suite 1200, Tulsa, Oklahoma
74136, filed a prior-notice request in
Docket No. CP95-291-000 pursuant to
Section 157.205 of the Commission’s
Regulations under the Natural Gas Act
(NGA) for authorization to use an
existing tap and side valve as a new
delivery point in Morton County,
Kansas, under Richfield’s blanket
certificate issued in Docket No. CP93—
679-000 pursuant to Section 7 of the
NGA, all as more fully set forth in the
request which is open to the public for
inspection.

Richfield proposes to deliver natural
gas for Associated Gas Services (AGS) to
an interconnect with facilities to be
constructed by Greeley Gas Company
(Greeley) for ultimate consumption by
Greeley’s end-user customers. Richfield
states that it would deliver up to 1,000
Mcf of gas per peak day and up to
150,000 Mcf of gas annually via its
existing tap and side valve facilities in
Morton County. Richfield also states
that it would deliver gas under existing
firm and interruptible agreements with
AGS and that the proposed deliveries to
AGS would have no significant impact
on its existing peak day or annual
deliveries. Richfield states that it would
serve AGS under its FERC Rate
Schedules FSS-1 and/or 1ISS-1.

Any person or the Commission’s staff
may, within 45 days after the
Commission has issued this notice, file
pursuant to Rule 314 of the
Commission’s Procedural Rules (18 CFR
385.214) a motion to intervene or notice
of intervention and pursuant to Section
157.205 of the Regulations under the
NGA (18 CFR 157.205) a protest to the
request. If no protest is filed within the
allowed time, the proposed activity
shall be deemed to be authorized
effective the day after the time allowed
for filing a protest. If a protest is filed
and not withdrawn within 30 days after
the time allowed for filing a protest, the
instant request shall be treated as an
application for authorization pursuant
to Section 7 of the NGA.

Linwood A. Watson, Jr.,
Acting Secretary.
[FR Doc. 95-8935 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. GT95-31-000]

Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corp.;
Notice of Filing

April 6, 1995.

Take notice that on March 22, 1995,
Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line
Corporation (TGPL) tendered for filing a
report concerning its Refund of Excess
Interruptible Transportation/Gathering
Revenues.

TGPL states that pursuant to Section
29 of the General Terms and Conditions
(GT&C) of its FERC Gas Tariff, Third
Revised Volume No. 1, TGPL refunded
on March 21, 1995 excess interruptible
transportation/gathering revenues for
the annual period November 1993
through October 1994. Pursuant to
Section 29 of the GT&C, 90% of such
excess fixed cost revenue is being
refunded to all firm transportation
Buyers (except those whose rates are
based on an incremental cost of service)
based on each respective Buyer’s fixed
cost contribution as a percentage of the
total fixed cost contribution of such
Buyers during the refund period.
Refunds total $24,516,141.43, including
interest of $901,182.67.

TGPL further states that in its orders
[Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line
Corporation, 63 FERC 161,194 at
62,500, rehearing denied, 65 FERC
161,023 (1993)] approving Section 29 of
the GT&C, the Commission expressly
excluded interruptible shippers from
sharing in refunds of excess
interruptible transportation/gathering
revenues. Those orders (including the
issue of interruptible shipper
participation in refunds under Section
29 of the GT&C) have been appealed to
the United States Court of Appeals for
the D.C. Circuit. In the event that the
issue of the right of interruptible
shippers to participate in the sharing of
excess interruptible transportation/
gathering revenues is addressed in that
appeal, TGPL provides notice to its
affected customers that the amounts
refunded are subject to adjustment and
that TGPL reserves the right to recoup
any portion of the amounts refunded
depending upon the final resolution of
the issue.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a motion
to intervene or a protest with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.,
Washington, D.C. 20426, in accordance
with Rules 211 and 214 of the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure, 18 CFR 385.211 and 385.214.
All such motions or protests should be
filed on or before April 13, 1995.
Protests will be considered by the

Commission in determining the
appropriate action to be taken, but will
not serve to make protestants parties to
the proceeding. Any person wishing to
become a party must file a motion to
intervene. Copies of this filing are on
file with the Commission and are
available for public inspection.
Linwood A. Watson, Jr.,

Acting Secretary.

[FR Doc. 95-8932 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. MT95-10-000]

Williston Basin Interstate Pipelineg;
Notice of Compliance Filing

April 6, 1995.

Take notice that on April 3, 1995,
Williston Basin Interstate Pipeline
Company (Williston Basin), tendered for
filing revised tariff sheets to Second
Revised Volume No. 1 of its FERC Gas
Tariff.

Williston Basin states that the revised
tariff sheets reflect changes to the list of
possible shared personnel and updates
references to Order Nos. 566, et seq.

Williston Basin has requested that the
Commission accept this filing to become
effective May 3, 1995.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a motion
to intervene or protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
North Capitol Street, N.E., Washington,
D.C. 20426, in accordance with Rules
211 and 214 of the Commission’s Rules
of Practice and Procedure (18 CFR
385.211 and 385.214). All such motions
or protests should be filed on or before
April 13, 1995. Protests will be
considered by the Commission in
determining the appropriate action to be
taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
to the proceeding must file a motion to
intervene. Copies of this filing are on
file with the Commission and are
available for public inspection.

Linwood A. Watson, Jr.,

Acting Secretary.

[FR Doc. 95-8931 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[OPP-30385; FRL-4945-5]
W.R. Grace and Co.-Conn.;

Applications to Register Pesticide
Products

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
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ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: This notice announces receipt
of applications to register pesticide
products containing active ingredients
not included in any previously
registered products pursuant to the
provisions of section 3(c)(4) of the
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and
Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), as amended.

DATES: Written comments must be
submitted by May 12, 1995.

ADDRESSES: By mail, submit written
comments identified by the document
control number [OPP-30385] and the
file symbol to: Public Response and
Program Resources Branch, Field
Operations Divisions (7506C), Office of
Pesticide Programs, Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M St., SW.,
Washington, DC 20460. In person, bring
comments to: Environmental Protection
Agency, Rm. 1132, CM #2, 1921
Jefferson Davis Hwy., Arlington, VA.

Information submitted as a comment
concerning this notice may be claimed
confidential by marking any part or all
of that information as ““Confidential
Business Information” (CBI).
Information so marked will not be
disclosed except in accordance with
procedures set forth in 40 CFR part 2.
A copy of the comment that does not
contain CBI must be submitted for
inclusion in the public record.
Information not marked confidential
may be disclosed publicly by EPA
without prior notice. All written
comments will be available for public
inspection in Rm. 1132 at the address
given above, from 8 a.m. to 4 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, excluding
holidays.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: By
mail: Willie H. Nelson, Biopesticides
and Pollution Prevention Division
(7501W), Office of Pesticide Programs,
Environmental Protection Agency, 401
M St., SW., Washington, DC 20460.
Office location and telephone number:
Rm. CS51B6, Westfield Building North
Tower, 2800 Crystal Drive, Arlington,
VA 22202, (703) 308-8682; e-mail:
nelson.willie@epamail.epa.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA
received applications to register the
pesticide products containing active
ingredients not included in any
previously registered products pursuant
to the provisions of section 3(c)(4) of
FIFRA. Notice of receipt of these
applications does not imply a decision
by the Agency on the applications.

Products Containing Active Ingredients
Not Included In Any Previously
Registered Products

1. File Symbol: 11688-RI. Applicant:
W.R. Grace and Co.-Conn., 7379 Route
32, Columbia, MD 21044. Product name:
Neemgard. Insecticide. Active
ingredient: Neem oil (CAS No. 8002—
65-1) at 90 percent. Proposed
classification/Use: None. For use to
control a variety of foliar plant diseases
including rots, mildews, rusts, leaf
spots, scab, and blights. Kills/repels
insect pests such as whiteflies, aphids,
scales, mealybugs, and mites.

2. File Symbol: 11688-I. Applicant:
W.R. Grace and Co.-Conn. Product
name: Neem Oil TGAI. Biochemical.
Active ingredient: Neem oil at 100
percent. Proposed classification/Use:
General. For manufacturing use only in
the formulation of insecticides.

3. File Symbol: 11688-0. Applicant:
W.R. Grace and Co.-Conn. Product
name: Neemguard Botantical Fungicide.
Biochemical. Active ingredient: Neem
oil at 90 percent. Proposed
classification/Use: General. For effective
management of black spot, rusts, and
powdery mildew on bedding plants,
ornamentals, trees, and shrubs, in and
around greenhouses, commercial
nurseries, and homes.

Notice of approval or denial of an
application to register a pesticide
product will be announced in the
Federal Register. The procedure for
requesting data will be given in the
Federal Register if an application is
approved.

Comments received within the
specified time period will be considered
before a final decision is made;
comments received after the time
specified will be considered only to the
extent possible without delaying
processing of the application.

Written comments filed pursuant to
this notice, will be available in the
Public Response and Program Resources
Branch, Field Operation Division office
at the address provided from 8 a.m. to
4 p.m., Monday through Friday, except
legal holidays. It is suggested that
persons interested in reviewing the
application file, telephone the FOD
office (703-305-5805), to ensure that
the file is available on the date of
intended visit.

Authority: 7 U.S.C. 136.
List of Subjects

Environmental protection, Pesticides
and pests, Product registration.

Dated: March 30, 1995.

Janet L. Andersen,

Acting Director, Biopesticides and Pollution
Prevention Division, Office of Pesticide
Programs.

[FR Doc. 95-8500 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50—F

FEDERAL EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Public Information Collection
Requirements Submitted to OMB for
Review

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) has
submitted to the Office of Management
and Budget the following public
information collection requirements for
review and clearance in accordance
with the Paperwork Reduction Act of
1980, 44 U.S.C. chapter 35.

DATES: Comments on this information
collection must be submitted on or
before June 12, 1995.

ADDRESSES: Direct comments regarding
the burden estimate or any aspect of this
information collection, including
suggestions for reducing this burden, to:
the FEMA Information Collections
Clearance Officer at the address below;
and to Donald Arbuckle, Office of
Management and Budget, 3235 New
Executive Office Building, Washington,
DC 20503, (202) 395-7340, within 60
days of this notice.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Copies of the above information
collection request and supporting
documentation can be obtained by
calling or writing Muriel B. Anderson,
FEMA Information Collections
Clearance Officer, Federal Emergency
Agency, 500 C Street SW., Washington,
DC 20472, (202) 646—2624.

Type: New collection.

Title: National Flood Insurance
Program—Community Rating System—
Program Evaluation.

Abstract: FEMA is collecting
information through written survey,
telephone surveys, and focus groups to
assess the effectiveness of the
Community Rating System (CRS). CRS
is a voluntary program that
communities participating in the
National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP) can join to lower flood insurance
rates.

Type of Respondents: Individuals or
households, business or other for-profit,
and State, Local or Tribal Government.
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Estimate of Total Annual Reporting
and Recordkeeping Burden: FY 95—634
hours; FY 96—621 hours.

Number of Respondents: FY 95—
3,190, FY 96—830.

Estimated Average Burden Time per
Response: Ranges from 5 to 20 minutes
for each of the 8 written and telephone
surveys, and averaged 4 hours for each
of the 3 focus groups.

Frequency of Response: One-Time.

Dated: March 31, 1995.
Wesley C. Moore,

Director, Program Services Division,
Operations Support Directorate.

[FR Doc. 95-8993 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6718-01-M

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Ameribank, Corporation, Inc.; Change
in Bank Control Notices; Acquisitions
of Shares of Banks or Bank Holding
Companies; Correction

This notice corrects a notice (FR Doc.
95-6789) published on page 14760 of the
issue for Monday, March 20, 1995.

Under the Federal Reserve Bank of
Kansas City heading, the entry for
Ameribank, Corporation, Inc., is revised
to read as follows:

1. Ameribank, Corporation, Inc.;
Shawnee, Oklahoma; to acquire 29.6
percent of the voting shares of United
Oklahoma Bankshares, Inc., Del City,
Oklahoma, and thereby indirectly
acquire United Bank, Del City,
Oklahoma.

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, April 6, 1995.

Jennifer J. Johnson,

Deputy Secretary of the Board.

[FR Doc. 95-8967 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6210-01-F

Compass Bancshares, Inc.;
Formations of; Acquisitions by; and
Mergers of Bank Holding Companies

The companies listed in this notice
have applied for the Board’s approval
under section 3 of the Bank Holding
Company Act (12 U.S.C. 1842) and §
225.14 of the Board’s Regulation Y (12
CFR 225.14) to become a bank holding
company or to acquire a bank or bank
holding company. The factors that are
considered in acting on the applications
are set forth in section 3(c) of the Act
(12 U.S.C. 1842(c)).

Each application is available for
immediate inspection at the Federal
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the
application has been accepted for
processing, it will also be available for

inspection at the offices of the Board of
Governors. Interested persons may
express their views in writing to the
Reserve Bank or to the offices of the
Board of Governors. Any comment on
an application that requests a hearing
must include a statement of why a
written presentation would not suffice
in lieu of a hearing, identifying
specifically any questions of fact that
are in dispute and summarizing the
evidence that would be presented at a
hearing.

Unless otherwise noted, comments
regarding each of these applications
must be received not later than May 5,
1995.

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta
(Zane R. Kelley, Vice President) 104
Marietta Street, N.W., Atlanta, Georgia
30303:

1. Compass Bancshares, Inc.,
Birmingham, Alabama; to merge with
The American Bancorporation of the
South, Merritt Island, Florida, and
thereby indirectly acquire The
American Bank of the South, Merritt
Island, Florida.

B. Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas
(Genie D. Short, Vice President) 2200
North Pearl Street, Dallas, Texas 75201-
2272:

1. Texas Financial Bancorporation,
Inc., Minneapolis, Minnesota to acquire
Delaware Financial Bancorporation,
Inc., Wilmington, Delaware; to become
a bank holding company; by acquiring
100 percent of the voting shares of First
Bank, Houston, Texas.

2. Midland American Bancshares,
Inc., Midland, Texas; and MAB
Bancshares of Delaware, Inc.,
Wilmington, Delaware to become bank
holding companies by acquiring 100
percent of the voting shares of Midland
American Bank, Midland, Texas.

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, April 6, 1995.

Jennifer J. Johnson,

Deputy Secretary of the Board.

[FR Doc. 95-8968 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6210-01-F

Financial Trust Corp., et al,;
Acquisitions of Companies Engaged in
Permissible Nonbanking Activities

The organizations listed in this notice
have applied under § 225.23(a)(2) or (f)
of the Board’s Regulation Y (12 CFR
225.23(a)(2) or (f)) for the Board’s
approval under section 4(c)(8) of the
Bank Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C.
1843(c)(8)) and § 225.21(a) of Regulation
Y (12 CFR 225.21(a)) to acquire or
control voting securities or assets of a
company engaged in a nonbanking
activity that is listed in § 225.25 of

Regulation Y as closely related to
banking and permissible for bank
holding companies. Unless otherwise
noted, such activities will be conducted
throughout the United States.

Each application is available for
immediate inspection at the Federal
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the
application has been accepted for
processing, it will also be available for
inspection at the offices of the Board of
Governors. Interested persons may
express their views in writing on the
question whether consummation of the
proposal can “‘reasonably be expected to
produce benefits to the public, such as
greater convenience, increased
competition, or gains in efficiency, that
outweigh possible adverse effects, such
as undue concentration of resources,
decreased or unfair competition,
conflicts of interests, or unsound
banking practices.” Any request for a
hearing on this question must be
accompanied by a statement of the
reasons a written presentation would
not suffice in lieu of a hearing,
identifying specifically any questions of
fact that are in dispute, summarizing the
evidence that would be presented at a
hearing, and indicating how the party
commenting would be aggrieved by
approval of the proposal.

Unless otherwise noted, comments
regarding each of these applications
must be received at the Reserve Bank
indicated for the application or the
offices of the Board of Governors not
later than April 26, 1995.

A. Federal Reserve Bank of
Philadelphia (Michael E. Collins, Senior
Vice President) 100 North 6th Street,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19105:

1. Financial Trust Corp., Carlisle,
Pennsylvania; to acquire through
Financial Trust Services Company,
Carlisle, Pennsylvania, the trust
activities of Farmers Trust Company,
Carlisle, Pennsylvania; Chambersburg
Trust Company, Chambersburg,
Pennsylvania; and First National Bank
and Trust Company, Waynesboro,
Pennsylvania, pursuant to § 225.25(b)(3)
of the Board’s Regulation Y.

B. Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis
(Randall C. Sumner, Vice President) 411
Locust Street, St. Louis, Missouri 63166:

1. First Banks, Inc., St. Louis,
Missouri; to acquire Irvine City
Financial, Irvine, California, and
thereby indirectly acquire Irvine City
Bank, and Federal Savings Bank, both of
Irvine, California, and thereby engage in
acquiring, owning and operating a
savings association; deposit taking
activities and lending and other
activities, pursuant to § 225.25(b)(9) of
the Board’s Regulation Y.
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Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, April 6, 1995.
Jennifer J. Johnson,
Deputy Secretary of the Board.
[FR Doc. 95-8969 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6210-01-F

Salvador Vicente Bonilla-Mathe;
Change in Bank Control Notice

Acquisition of Shares of Banks or
Bank Holding Companies

The notificant listed below has
applied under the Change in Bank
Control Act (12 U.S.C. 1817(j)) and §
225.41 of the Board’s Regulation Y (12
CFR 225.41) to acquire a bank or bank
holding company. The factors that are
considered in acting on notices are set
forth in paragraph 7 of the Act (12
U.S.C. 1817(j)(7)).

The notice is available for immediate
inspection at the Federal Reserve Bank
indicated. Once the notice has been
accepted for processing, it will also be
available for inspection at the offices of
the Board of Governors. Interested
persons may express their views in
writing to the Reserve Bank indicated
for the notice or to the offices of the
Board of Governors. Comments must be
received not later than April 26, 1995.

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta
(Zane R. Kelley, Vice President) 104
Marietta Street, N.W., Atlanta, Georgia
30303:

1. Salvador Vicente Bonilla-Mathe,
Miami, Florida; to acquire an additional
1.6 percent, for a total of 25.4 percent,
of the voting shares of Gulf Bank,
Miami, Florida.

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, April 6, 1995.

Jennifer J. Johnson,

Deputy Secretary of the Board.

[FR Doc. 95-8970 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6210-01-F

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Federal Accounting Standards
Advisory Board

AGENCY: General Accounting Office.
ACTION: Notice of meeting.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to section 10(a)(2) of
the Federal Advisory Committee Act
(Pub. L. No. 92—-463), as amended,
notice is hereby given that a two-day
meeting of the Federal Accounting
Standards Advisory Board will be held
on Wednesday afternoon, April 26 from
1:00 to 4:30 and continuing on
Thursday, April 27 from 9:00 A.M. to
4:00 in room 7C13 of the General

Accounting Office, 441 G Streets N.W.,
Washington, D.C.

The agenda for the meeting includes
discussions of issues related to the
following: draft final recommended
Management Cost Accounting
Standards, Stewardship Reporting
Exposure Draft, and Liabilities project
issues.

We advise that other items may be
added to the agenda; interested parties
should contact the Staff Director for
more specific information and to
confirm the date of the meeting. Any
interested person may attend the
meeting as an observer. Board
discussions and reviews are open to the
public.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ronald S. Young, Executive Staff
Director, 750 First Street, NE., Room
1001, Washington, D.C. 20002, or call
(202) 512-7350.

Authority: Federal Advisory Committee
Act. Pub. L. No. 92-463, Section 10(a)(2), 86
Stat. 770, 774 (1972) (current version at 5
U.S.C. app. secton 10(a)(2) (1988); 41 CFR
101-6.1015 (1990).

Dated: April 7, 1995.
Ronald S. Young,
Executive Director.
[FR Doc. 95-8998 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 1610-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

Administration for Children and
Families

New and Pending Demonstration
Project Proposals Submitted Pursuant
to Section 1115(a) of the Social
Security Act: March 1995

AGENCY: Administration for Children
and Families, HHS.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: This notice lists new
proposals for welfare reform and
combined welfare reform/Medicaid
demonstration projects submitted to the
Department of Health and Human
Services for the month of March, 1995.
Federal approval for the proposals has
been requested pursuant to section 1115
of the Social Security Act. This notice
also lists proposals that were previously
submitted and are still pending a
decision and projects that have been
approved since March 1, 1995. The
Health Care Financing Administration is
publishing a separate notice for
Medicaid only demonstration projects.

Comments: We will accept written
comments on these proposals. We will,
if feasible, acknowledge receipt of all

comments, but we will not provide
written responses to comments. We
will, however, neither approve nor
disapprove any new proposal for at least
30 days after the date of this notice to
allow time to receive and consider
comments. Direct comments as
indicated below.
ADDRESSES: For specific information or
guestions on the content of a project
contact the State listed for that project.
Comments on a proposal or requests
for copies of a proposal should be
addressed to: Howard Rolston,
Administration for Children and
Families, 370 L’Enfant Promenade SW.,
Aerospace Building, 7th Floor West,
Washington DC 20447. FAX: (202) 205—-
3598 PHONE: (202) 401-9220.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

l. Background

Under Section 1115 of the Social
Security Act (the Act), the Secretary of
Health and Human Services (HHS) may
approve research and demonstration
project proposals with a broad range of
policy objectives.

In exercising her discretionary
authority, the Secretary has developed a
number of policies and procedures for
reviewing proposals. On September 27,
1994, we published a notice in the
Federal Register (59 FR 49249) that
specified (1) the principles that we
ordinarily will consider when
approving or disapproving
demonstration projects under the
authority in section 1115(a) of the Act;
(2) the procedures we expect States to
use in involving the public in the
development of proposed demonstration
projects under section 1115; and (3) the
procedures we ordinarily will follow in
reviewing demonstration proposals. We
are committed to a thorough and
expeditious review of State requests to
conduct such demonstrations.

l. Listing of New and Pending Proposals
for the Month of March, 1995

As part of our procedures, we are
publishing a monthly notice in the
Federal Register of all new and pending
proposals. This notice contains
proposals for the month of March, 1995.
Project Title: Arizona—Employing and

Moving People Off Welfare and

Encouraging Responsibility Program.
Description: Would not increase benefits

for additional children conceived

while receiving AFDC; limit benefits

to adults to 24 months in any 60

month period; allow recipients to

deposit up to $200/month (with 50%

disregarded) in Individual

Development Accounts; require minor

mothers to live with parents; extend
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Transitional Child Care and Medicaid
to 24 months and eliminate the 100-
hour rule for AFDC-U cases. Also, in
a pilot site, would provide
individuals with short-term
subsidized public or private OJT
subsidized by grant diversion which
includes cashing-out Food Stamps.

Date Received: 8/3/94

Type: Combined AFDC/Medicaid

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Gail A. Parin, (602)
542-4702

Project Title: California—Work Pays
Demonstration Project (Amendment)

Description: Would amend Work Pays
Demonstration Project by adding
provisions to: reduce benefit levels by
10% (but retaining the need level);
reduce benefits an additional 15%
after 6 months on assistance for cases
with an able-bodied adult; time-limit
assistance to able-bodied adults to 24
months, and not increase benefits for
children conceived while receiving
AFDC.

Date Received: 3/14/94

Type: AFDC

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Glen Brooks, (916) 657—
3291

Project Title: California—AFDC and
Food Stamp Compatibility
Demonstration Project

Description: Would make AFDC and
Food Stamp policy more compatible
by making AFDC households
categorically eligible for Food Stamps;
allowing recipients to deduct 40
percent of self-employment income in
reporting monthly income;
disregarding $100 per quarter in non-
recurring gifts and irregular/
infrequent income; disregarding
undergraduate student assistance and
work study income if payments are
based on need; reinstating food stamp
benefits discontinued for failure to
file a monthly report when good cause
is found for the failure; and
simplifying vehicle valuation
methodology.

Date Received: 5/23/94

Type: AFDC

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Michael C. Genest,
(916) 657-3546

Project Title: California—Assistance
Payments Demonstration Project
(Amendment)

Description: Would amend the
Assistance Payments Demonstration
Project by: exempting certain
categories of AFDC families from the
State’s benefit cuts; paying the exempt
cases based on grant levels in effect in
California on November 1, 1992; and
renewing the waiver of the Medicaid

maintenance of effort provision at
section 1902(c)(1) of the Social
Security Act, which was vacated by
the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals in
its decision in Beno v. Shalala.

Date Received: 8/26/94

Type: Combined AFDC/Medicaid

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Michael C. Genest,
(916) 657-3546

Project Title: California—Work Pays
Demonstration Project (Amendment)

Description: Would amend the Work
Pays Demonstration Project by adding
provisions to not increasing AFDC
benefits to families for additional
children conceived while receiving
AFDC.

Date Received: 11/9/94

Type: AFDC

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Eloise Anderson, (916)
657-2598

Project Title: California—School
Attendance Demonstration Project

Description: In San Diego County,
require AFDC recipients ages 16-18 to
attend school or participate in JOBS.

Date Received: 12/5/94

Type: AFDC

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Michael C. Genest,
(916) 657-3546

Project Title: California—Incentive to
Self-Sufficiency Demonstration

Description: Statewide, would require
100 hours CWEP participation per
month for JOBS mandatory
individuals who have received AFDC
for 22 of the last 24 months and are
working fewer than 15 hours per week
after two years from JOBS assessment
and: have failed to comply with JOBS
without good cause, have completed
CWEP or are in CWEP less than 100
hours per month, or have completed
or had an opportunity to complete
post-assessment education and
training; provide Transitional Child
Care and Transitional Medicaid to
families who become ineligible for
AFDC due to increased assets or
income resulting from marriage or the
reuniting of spouses; increase the
duration of sanctions for certain acts
of fraud.

Date Received: 12/28/94

Type: Combined AFDC/Medicaid

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Michael C. Genest,
(916) 657-3546

Project Title: Delaware: A Better Chance

Description: Statewide, would
implement a two-part demonstration.
The Welfare Reform Project (WRP),
operating from 10/95-6/99, would
include: a 2-year limit on cash
benefits for cases with able-bodied

adults; educational and employment
services based on adult’s age; in
limited cases benefits up to two
additional years provided under pay-
for-performance workfare program;
non-time-limited benefits for
unemployable cases; self-sufficiency
contract requirements; education and
employment-related sanctions to be 1/
3 reduction in AFDC and Food Stamp
benefits for first offense, 2/3 reduction
for second, and loss of Food Stamp
benefits until compliance and
permanent AFDC loss for third;
penalty for failure to comply with
other contract requirements of $50 the
first month, increasing by $50 per
month until compliance; full-family
sanction for noncooperation with
Child Support; no AFDC increase for
additional children; no 100-hour and
work history rules for AFDC-UP;
exempting special education and
business accounts up to $5,000; fill-
the-gap budgeting using child support
and earnings; auto resource limit of
$4,500; $50 bonus to teens who
graduate from high school; additional
12 months of transitional child care
and Medicaid benefits; no time limit
on job search; forward funding of
EITC payment; requiring teen parents
to live in adult supervised setting,
attend school, participate in parenting
and family planning education, and
immunize children; and providing
JOBS services to non-custodial
parents. The Family Assistance Plan
(FAP), beginning 7/99, would replace
the AFDC program and include:
services, but no monetary grant, to
children of teen parents; benefits for
up to two years under pay-for-
performance workfare program;
welfare diversion payments and
services; forward funding of EITC
payment; child care assistance; access
to Medicaid Managed Care System; no
resource test; direct child support to
family; small residual cash benefit
program for unemployable cases.

Date Received: 1/30/95

Type: Combined AFDC/Medicaid

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Elaine Archangelo,
(302) 577-4400

Project Title: Georgia—Work for Welfare
Project

Description: Work for Welfare Project. In
10 pilot counties would require every
non-exempt recipient and non-
supporting parent to work up to 20
hours per month in a state, local
government, federal agency or
nonprofit organization; extends job
search; and increases sanctions for
JOBS noncompliance. On a statewide
basis, would increase the automobile



18604

Federal Register / Vol. 60, No. 70 / Wednesday, April 12, 1995 / Notices

exemption to $4,500 and disregard
earned income of children who are
full-time students.

Date Received: 6/30/94

Type: AFDC

Current Status: Pending

Contace Person: Nancy Meszaros, (404)
657—-3608

Project title: Kansas—Actively Creating

Tomorrow for Families Demonstration

Description: Would, after 30 months of
participation in JOBS, make adults
ineligible for AFDC for 3 years;
replace $30 and 1/3 income disregard
with continuous 40% disregard;
disregard lump sum income and
income and resources of children in

school; count income and resources of

family members who receive SSI;

exempt one vehicle without regard for

equity value if used to produce

income; allow only half AFDC benefit

increase for births of a second child
to families where the parent is not
working and eliminate increase for
the birth of any child if families
already have at least two children;
eliminate 100-hour rule and work
history requirements for UP cases;
expand AFDC eligibility to pregnant
women in 1st and 2nd trimesters;
extend Medicaid transitional benefits
to 24 months; eliminate various JOBS

Description: Statewide, eliminate
increased AFDC benefit for additional
children conceived while receiving
AFDC and require minor parents to
reside with a guardian. In pilot site,
require able-bodied recipients to do
community service work after 18
months of AFDC receipt; impose full-
family sanction on cases where JOBS
non-exempt parent fails to comply
with JOBS for 9 months; eliminate
100-hour rule and work history
requirements for AFDC-UP cases;
increase both auto and resource limits
to $5000; disregard income of
dependent children; provide one-time
payment in lieu of ongoing assistance;
require teen parents to continue
education and attend family health
and parenting classes; extend JOBS
services to unemployed non-custodial
parents; and for work
supplementation cases cash-out food
stamps.

Date Received: 3/1/94

Type: AFDC

Current Status: Pending

Contace Person: Katherine L. Cook,
(410) 333-0700

Project title: Massachusetts—Welfare
Reform '95

Description: Statewide, would limit
AFDC assistance to 24 months in a 60-

requirements, including those related

to target groups, participation rate of
UP cases and the 20-hour work
requirement limit for parents with
children under 6; require school
attendance; require minors in AFDC
and NPA Food Stamps cases to live
with a guardian; make work
requirements and penalties in the
AFDC and Food Stamp programs

more uniform; and increase sanctions
for not cooperating with child support

enforcement activities.

Date Received: 7/26/94

Type: Combined AFDC/Medicaid

Current Status: Pending

Contace Person: Faith Spencer, (913)
296-0775

Project title: Maine—Project
Opportunity

Description: Increase participation in

Work Supplementation to 18 months;

use Work Supplementation for any
opening; use diverted grant funds for
vouchers for education, training or
support services; and extend
transitional Medicaid and child care
to 24 months.

Date Received: 8/5/94

Type: Combined AFDC/Medicaid

Current Status: Pending

Contace Person: Susan L. Dustin, (207)
287-3106

Project title: Maryland—Welfare Reform

Project

month period, with provisions for
extensions, for all non-exempt
recipients; reduce benefits for non-
exempt recipients by 2.75 percent,
while increasing earned income
disregard to $30 and one-half
indefinitely; establish the Work
Program designed to end cash
assistance to non-exempt families,
requiring recipients who cannot find
at least 20 hours per week of paid
employment after 60 days of AFDC
receipt to do community service and
job search to earn a cash “‘subsidy”
that would make family income equal
to applicable payment standard; fund
subsidized jobs from value of AFDC
grant plus cash value of Food Stamps
for limited number of volunteer
recipients; sanction individuals who
fail to comply with the Work Program
by a reduction in assistance equal to
the parent’s portion of the grant;
establish an Employment
Development Plan (EDP) for non-
exempt participants not required to
participate in the Work Program,
requiring community service for
second failure to comply with EDP
and full-family sanction for second
failure to comply with community
service; require teen parents to live
with guardian or in supportive living
arrangements and attend school;
require children under age 14 to

attend school; eliminate grandparent-
deeming; strengthen paternity
establishment requirements and allow
the IV-D agency to determine if
participants are cooperating; allow
courts to order parents unable to pay
child support to community service
programs; exclude from the grant
calculation children born to mothers
while on AFDC; require child
immunizatiom; pay rent directly to
landlords where caretaker has fallen
behind six weeks in payments;
increase asset level to $2,500; increase
equity value of a vehicle to $5,000;
establish wage assignment in cases of
fraud or other overpayments;
increased penalties for individuals
who commit fraud, release AFDC
fraud conviction information to
Department of Revenue and the Social
Security Administration for cross-
check, and deny benefits to
individuals with an outstanding
default warrant issued by a State
court; allow State to issue a clothing
allowance voucher for each child,;
disregard the first $600 of lump sum
income; require direct deposit of
benefits for recipients with bank
accounts; and disregard the 100-hour
rule for eligibility for two-parent
families.

Date Received: 4/4/95

Type: AFDC Only

Current Status: New (replaces
application received 3/22/94)

Contact Person: Valerie Foretra, (617)
348-5508

Project Title: Mississippi—A New
Direction Demonstration Program—
Amendment

Description: Statewide, would amend
previously approved New Direction
Demonstration Program by adding
provision that a family’s benefits
would not increase as a result of
additional children conceived while
receiving AFDC.

Date Received: 2/17/95

Type: AFDC

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Larry Temple, (601)
359-4476

Project Title: Missouri—Families
Mutual Responsibility Plan

Description: Statewide, Missouri would
require JOBS mandatory applicants
and recipients to sign a self-
sufficiency agreement with a 24-
month AFDC time limit to be
extended an additional 24 months
when necessary. The agreement
would allow a resource limit of
$5000, an earned income disregard of
50 percent of a family’s gross earned
income for 12 consecutive months,
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and standard earned income
disregards for remaining earned
income. The agreement would require
job search and CWEP after the 24 or
48 month limit; and would sanction
individuals who do not comply
without good cause as well as
individuals who re-apply for AFDC if
they have completed an agreement
entered after July 1, 1997, if they
received AFDC benefits for at least 36
months. Further, Missouri would
require all minor parent applicants
and recipients to live at home or in
another adult-supervised setting;
disregard parental income of minor
parents up to 100 percent of Federal
Poverty Guidelines; disregard
earnings of minor parents if they are
students; provide an alternative to
standard filing unit requirements for
households with minor parents;
eliminate work history and 100-hour
rule for two-parent families under 21
yrs old; exclude the value of one
automobile; and allow non-custodial
parents of AFDC children credit
against state child support debt for
satisfactorily participating in JOBS.

Date Received: 1/30/95

Type: AFDC

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Greg Vadner, (314) 751—
3124

Project Title: Montana—Achieving
Independence for Montanans

Description: Would establish: (1) Job
Supplement Program consisting of a
set of AFDC-related benefits to assist
individuals at risk of becoming
dependent upon welfare; (2) AFDC
Pathways Program in which all
applicants must enter into a Family
Investment Contract and adults’
benefits would be limited to a
maximum of 24 months for single
parents and 18 months for AFDC-UP
families; and (3) Community Services
Program requiring 20 hours per week
for individuals who reach the AFDC
time limit but have not achieved self-
sufficiency. The office culture would
also be altered in conjunction with a
program offering a variety of
components and services; and
simplify/unify AFDC and Food Stamp
intake/eligibility process by: 1)
eliminating AFDC deprivation
requirement and monthly reporting
and Food Stamp retrospective
budgeting; 2) unifying program
requirements; 3) simplifying current
income disregard policies. Specific
provisions provide for cashing out
food stamps, expanding eligibility for
two-parent cases, increasing earned
income and child care disregards and
resource limits, and extending
transitional child care.

Date Received: 4/19/94

Type: Combined AFDC/Medicaid

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Penny Robbe, (406)
444-1917

Project Title: New Hampshire—Earned
Income Disregard Demonstration
Project

Description: AFDC applicants and
recipients would have the first $200
plus %2 the remaining earned income
disregarded.

Date Received: 9/20/93

Type: AFDC

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Avis L. Crane, (603)
271-4255

Waiver Title: New Mexico—Untitled
Project

Description: Would increase vehicle
asset limit to $4500; disregard earned
income of students; develop an AFDC
Intentional Program Violation
procedure identical to Food Stamps;
and allow one individual to sign
declaration of citizenship for entire
case.

Date Received: 7/7/94

Type: AFDC

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Scott Chamberlin, (505)
827-7254

Project Title: North Dakota—Training,
Education, Employment and
Management Project

Description: Would require families to
develop a social contract specifying
time-limit for becoming self-
sufficient; combine AFDC, Food
Stamps and LIHEAP into single cash
payment with simplified uniform
income, expense and resource
exclusions; increase income
disregards and exempt stepparent’s
income for six months; increase
resource limit to $5000 for one
recipient and $8000 for families with
two or more recipients; exempt value
of one vehicle; eliminate 100-hour
rule for AFDC-UP; impose a
progressive sanction for non-
cooperation in JOBS or with child
support; require a minimum of 32
hours of paid employment and non-
paid work; require participation in
EPSDT; and eliminate child support
pass-through.

Date Received: 9/9/94

Type: AFDC

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Kevin lverson, (701)
224-2729

Project Title: Oregon—Expansion of the
Transitional Child Care Program

Description: Provide transitional child
care benefits without regard to
months of prior receipt of AFDC and
provide benefits for 24 months.

Date Received: 8/8/94

Type: AFDC

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Jim Neely, (503) 945—
5607

Waiver Title: Oregon—Increased AFDC
Motor Vehicle Limit

Description: Would increase automobile
asset limit to $9000.

Date Received: 11/12/93

Type: AFDC

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Jim Neely, (503) 945—
5607

Project Title: Pennsylvania—School
Attendance Improvement Program

Description: In 7 sites, would require
school attendance as condition of
eligibility.

Date Received: 9/12/94

Type: AFDC

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Patricia H. O’Neal, (717)
787-4081

Project Title: Pennsylvania—Savings for
Education Program

Description: Statewide, would exempt
as resources college savings bonds
and funds in savings accounts
earmarked for vocational or secondary
education and disregard interest
income earned from such accounts.

Date Received: 12/29/94

Type: AFDC

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Patricia H. O’Neal, (717)
787-4081

Project Title: Virginia—Welfare to Work
Program

Description: Statewide, would provide
one-time diversion payments to
qualified applicants in lieu of AFDC;
change first time JOBS non-
compliance sanction to a fixed period
of one month or until compliance and
remove the conciliation requirement;
require paternity establishment as
condition of eligibility; remove good
cause for non-cooperation with child
support and exclude from AFDC grant
caretakers who cannot identify,
misidentify, or fail to provide
information on the father; require
minor parents to live with an adult
guardian; require AFDC caretakers
without a high school diploma, aged
24 and under, and children, aged 13—
18, to attend school; require
immunization of children; allow
$5000 resource exemption for savings
for starting business; and increase
eligibility for Transitional and At-Risk
Child Care. Also: require non-exempt
participants to sign an Agreement of
Personal Responsibility as a condition
of eligibility and assign to a work site
under CWEP for a number of hours
determined by dividing AFDC grant
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plus the value of the family’s Food
Stamp benefits by the minimum wage;
eliminate increased AFDC benefit for
additional children born while a
family received AFDC; time-limit
AFDC benefits to 24 consecutive
months; increase earned income
disregards to allow continued
eligibility up to the federal poverty
level; provide 12 months transitional
transportation assistance; modify
current JOBS exemption criteria for
participants; eliminate the job search
limitation; and eliminate the deeming
requirement for sponsored aliens
when the sponsor receives food
stamps. In 12 sites, would operate
sub-component paying wages in lieu
of AFDC benefits and Food Stamps for
CWEP and subsidized employment,
increase eligibility for transitional
Medicaid; plus other provisions.

Date Received: 12/2/94

Type: Combined AFDC/Medicaid

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Larry B. Mason, (804)
692—-1900

Project Title: Virginia—Virginia
Independence Program

Description: Statewide, would provide
one-time diversion payments to
qualified applicants instead of AFDC;
change first time JOBS non-
compliance sanction to at least one
month continuing until compliance
and remove conciliation requirement;
make paternity establishment within
6 months a condition of eligibility;
suspend grant if mother is not
cooperating in paternity
establishment; require minor parents
to live with adult guardian; eliminate
benefit increase for children born
while a family receives AFDC; require
AFDC caretakers without a high
school diploma, aged 24 and under,
and children, aged 18 and under, to
attend school; require child
immunization; allow $5000 resource
exemption for savings for starting
business; increase Transitional Child
Care and Transitional Medicaid
eligibility; and eliminate deeming
requirement for aliens when their
sponsor receives food stamps. Also,
VIP would phase in statewide over 4
years a work component (VIEW) that
will require participants to sign an
Agreement of Personal Responsibility
as a condition of eligibility; assign
participants to a work activity within
90 days of benefit receipt; time-limit
AFDC benefits to 24 consecutive
months; increase earned income
disregards for continued eligibility up
to the federal poverty level; disregard
value of one vehicle up to $7,500;
provide 12 months transitional

transportation assistance; modify
current JOBS participation exemption
criteria; eliminate limitation on job
search; assign participants
involuntarily to subsidized work
placements; apply full-family
sanction for refusal to cooperate with
work programs; subject unemployed
parents to same work requirements as
single recipients; and provide
employer subsidies from AFDC plus
the value of Food Stamps.

Date Received: 12/2/94 and 3/28/95
(Amendments)

Type: Combined AFDC/Medicaid

Current Status: New (Amendments)

Contact Person: Barbara Cotter, (804)
692-1811

Project Title: Washington—Success
Through Employment Program

Description: Statewide, would eliminate
the 100-hour rule for AFDC-UP
families; impose a 10 percent grant
reduction for AFDC recipients who
have received assistance for 48 out of
60 months, and impose an additional
10 percent grant reduction for every
additional 12 months thereafter, and
budget earnings against the original
payment standard; and hold the food
stamp benefit level constant for cases
whose AFDC benefits are reduced due
to length of stay on assistance.

Date Received: 2/1/95

Type: AFDC

Current Status: Pending

Contact Person: Liz Begert Dunbar, (206)
438-8350

I11. Listing of Approved Proposals Since
March 1, 1995

Project Title: Ohio—A State of
Opportunity

Contact Person: Joel Rabb, (614) 466—
3196.

Project Title: Oklahoma—Mutual
Agreement, A Plan for Success

Contact Person: Raymond Haddock,
(405) 521-3076.

1VV. Requests for Copies of a Proposal

Requests for copies of an AFDC or
combined AFDC/Medicaid proposal
should be directed to the
Administration for Children and
Families (ACF) at the address listed
above. Questions concerning the content
of a proposal should be directed to the
State contact listed for the proposal.
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance

Program, No. 93562; Assistance Payments—
Research.)

Dated: April 7, 1995.
Howard Rolston,
Director, Office of Policy and Evaluation.
[FR Doc. 95-8997 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4184-01-P

National Institutes of Health

National Institute on Deafness and
Other Communication Disorders;
Notice of Closed Meeting

Pursuant to Section 10(d) of the
Federal Advisory committee Act, as
amended (5 U.S.C. Appendix 2), notice
is hereby given of the following
meeting:

Name of Committee: National Institute on
Deafness and Other Communication
Disorders Special Emphasis Panel.

Date: April 28, 1995.

Time: 9:30-11:30 a.m.

Place: 6120 Executive Boulevard, Room
400C, Rockville, MD 20852.

Contact Person: Marilyn Semmes, Ph.D.,
Acting Chief, Scientific Review Branch, DEA,
NIDCD, NIH, EPS Room 400C, 6210
Executive Boulevard, MSC 7180, Bethesda,
MD 20892-7180, 301/496—-8683.

Purpose/Agenda: To review and evaluate a
contract proposal.

The meeting, which will be conducted as
a telephone conference call, will be closed in
accordance with the provisions set forth in
sec. 552b(c)(4) and 552b(c)(6), Title 5, U.S.C.
The application and/or proposal and the
discussion could reveal confidential trade
secrets or commercial property such as
patentable material and personal information
concerning individuals associated with the
applications and/or proposals, the disclosure
of which would constitute a clearly
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.

This notice is being published less than 15
days prior to the meeting due to the urgent
need to meet timing limitations imposed by
the grant review cycle.

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program No. 93.173 Biological Research
Related to Deafness and Communication
Disorders)

Dated: April 6, 1995.
Susan K. Feldman,
Committee Management Officer, NIH.
[FR Doc. 95-8945 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4140-01-M

Division of Research Grants; Notice of
Closed Meetings

Pursuant to Section 10(d) of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act, as
amended (5 U.S.C. Appendix 2), notice
is hereby given of the following Division
of Research Grants Special Emphasis
Panel (SEP) meetings:

Purpose/Agenda: To review Small
Business Innovation Research Program grant
applications.

Name of SEP: Clinical Sciences.

Date: April 25-26, 1995.

Time: 8 a.m.

Place: Holiday Inn, Bethesda, MD.

Contact Person: Dr. Gopal Sharma,
Scientific Review Administrator, 533
Westbard Ave., Room 219C, Bethesda, MD
20892, (301) 594-7130.
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Purpose/Agenda: To review grant
applications.

Name of SEP: Multidisciplinary Sciences.

Date: June 4-6, 1995.

Time: 7 p.m.

Place: Holiday Inn, Chevy Chase, MD.
Contact Person: Dr. Lee Rosen, Scientific
Review Administrator, 6701 Rockledge Drive,
Room 5049, Bethesda, MD 20892-7778, (301)

594-7276.

The meetings will be closed in accordance
with the provisions set forth in secs.
552b(c)(4) and 552b(c)(6), Title 5, U.S.C.
Applications and/or proposals and the
discussions could reveal confidential trade
secrets or commercial property such as
patentable material and personal information
concerning individuals associated with the
applications and/or proposals, the disclosure
of which would constitute a clearly
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.

This notice is being published less than 15
days prior to the meeting due to the urgent
need to meet timing limitations imposed by
the grant review cycle.

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program Nos. 93.306, 93.333, 93.337, 93.393—
93.396, 93.837-93.844, 93.846-93.878,
93.892, 93.893, National Institutes of Health,
HHS)

Dated: April 6, 1995.

Susan K. Feldman,
Committee Management Officer, NIH.
[FR Doc. 95-8944 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4140-01-M

Public Health Service

National Institutes of Health; Statement
of Organizations, Functions and
Delegations of Authority

Part H, Chapter HN (National
Institutes of Health) of the Statement of
Organizations, Functions and
Delegations of Authority of the
Department of Health and Human
Services (40 FR 22859, May 27, 1975, as
amended most recently at 60 FR 5940—
1, January 31, 1995), is amended to
reflect the establishment of the Office of
Policy Coordination (OPC) within the
National Center for Human Genome
Research (NCHGR). The establishment
of the OPC will streamline organization
within the NCHGR Office of the
Director, reduce the number of
supervisory layers, and enable the
Center to function more efficiently and
effectively.

Section HN-B, Organization and
Functions is amended as follows:

Under the heading National Center for
Human Genome Research (HN4), delete
the title and functional statement for
Office of Program Planning and
Legislation (HN 415) in their entirety
and substitute the following:

Office of Policy Coordination
(HNA415).

(1) Advises the Director, Deputy
Director, and senior Center staff on a
broad range of policy matters; (2)
develops and implements the program
planning and evaluation activities of the
NCHGR: (3) analyzes and tracks
legislation impacting on the mission of
the Center, and makes recommendations
to the Director, NCHGR for legislative
proposals; (4) develops a broad
communications program aimed at
disseminating information about the
Human Genome Project and other
NCHGR programs; (5) conducts and
coordinates policy analysis related to
the ethical, legal and social implications
(ELSI) of human genome research and
oversees the activities of the ELSI
Working Group; (6) plans and
coordinates compute network
operations; and (7) coordinates all
aspects of committee management,
including the activities of all
Congressionally-mandated committees
and advisory councils.

Under the heading Office of Human
Genome Communications (HN413)
delete the title and functional statement
in their entirety. The activities of this
office have been incorporated into the
functional statement for the Office of
Policy Coordination.

Dated: March 24, 1995
Harold Varmus,
Director, NIH
[FR Doc. 95-8943 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4140-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Office of the Secretary

Bay-Delta Advisory Council; Notice of
Establishment

This notice is published in
accordance with Section 9(a)(2) of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub.
L. 92-463). Following consultation with
the General Services Administration,
notice is hereby given that the Secretary
of the Interior is establishing the Bay-
Delta Advisory Council. The purpose of
the Bay-Delta Advisory Council shall be
to provide advice on the development of
a long-term solution for problems
affecting the public values in the
California San Francisco Bay,
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and its
watershed Estuary.

Further information regarding the
advisory council may be obtained from
the Bureau of Reclamation, Department
of the Interior, 1849 C Street, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20241.

The certification of establishment is
published below.

Certification

I hereby certify that establishment of
the Bay-Delta Advisory Council is in the
public interest in connection with the
performance of duties imposed on the
Department of the Interior by 30 U.S.C.
1-8.

Dated: January 31, 1995.

Bruce Babbitt,

Secretary of the Interior.

[FR Doc. 95-9031 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-10-M

Bureau of Land Management

[UTU-73753]

Cyprus Plateau Mining Corporation,
Willow Creek North; Utah—Notice of
Invitation To Participate in Coal
Exploration Program

Pursuant to section 2(b) of the Mineral
Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, as
amended by section 4 of the Federal
Coal Leasing Amendments Act of 1976,
90 Stat. 1083, 30 U.S.C. 201(b), and to
the regulations adopted as Subpart
3410, title 43, Code of Federal
Regulations, members of the public are
hereby invited to participate with
Cyprus Plateau Mining Corporation, in
the proposed exploration of certain
Federal coal deposits in the following
described lands in Carbon County, Utah:

T.12S.,R.9E., SLM, Utah,
Sec. 25, All;
Sec. 26, E2E2.
T.12S.,R. 10 E., SLM, Utah,
Sec. 28, NE, NENW, S2NW, S2;
Sec. 29, N2NE, NW, NWSW, E2SE;
Sec. 30, lots 1-4, NE, E2W2, W2SE, NESE.

Containing 2,299.40 Acres, more or less.

Any party electing to participate in
this exploration program must send
written notice of such election to the
Bureau of Land Management, Utah State
Office, P.O. Box 45155, Salt Lake City,
Utah, 84145-0155 and to Ben Grimes,
Cyprus Plateau Mining Corporation,
P.O. Drawer PMC, Price, Utah 84501.
Such written notice must be received
within thirty days after publication of
this notice in the Federal Register.

Any party wishing to participate in
this exploration program must be
qualified to hold a lease under the
provisions of 43 CFR 3472.1 and must
share all cost of the exploration
program. An exploration plan submitted
by Cyprus Plateau Mining Corporation,
detailing the scope and timing of this
exploration program, is available for
public review during normal business
hours in the Public Room of the BLM
State Office, 324 South State Street, Salt
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Lake City, Utah, under Serial Number
UTU-73753.
Robert A. Henricks,

Acting Deputy State Director, Mineral
Resources.

[FR Doc. 95-8957 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-DQ-M

[WY-930-5420-00-K020; WYW 125654]

Recordable Disclaimer of Interest in
Land; Wyoming

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice of application for a
recordable disclaimer of interest in land.

For a period of 90 days from date of
publication of this notice, interested
persons may submit written comments
on or objections to the proposed
disclaimer. If no objections are
submitted, the disclaimer will be issued
to Charles Byron Jenkins and Jeanne S.
Jenkins, their successors or assigns, after
the 90 day comment period ends.

Dated: April 5, 1995.
Michael Madrid,

Home Base Acting Chief, Division of Land
& Minerals Authorization.

[FR Doc. 95-8982 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-22-P

SUMMARY: Charles Byron Jenkins and
Jeanne S. Jenkins of Jackson, Wyoming,
have filed an application for a
Recordable Disclaimer of Interest by the
United States.

DATES: Comments or objections to this
application should be submitted by July
11, 1995.

ADDRESSES: Send comments to Home
Base Chief, Division of Land & Minerals
Authorization, Wyoming State Office,
Bureau of Land Management, 2515
Warren Avenue, Cheyenne, Wyoming
82001.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Tamara Gertsch, Wyoming State Office,
(307) 775-6115.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant
to section 315 of the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976, 43
U.S.C. 1745 (1988), and Title 43 CFR,
Subpart 1864, Charles Byron Jenkins
and Jeanne S. Jenkins, have filed an
application for a Recordable Disclaimer
of Interest in the following described
land:

Sixth Principal Meridian
T.41N, R. 117 W,,

That land riparian to lot 1, of section
35, lying between the meander lines
shown on the Plat of Survey approved
April 2, 1903, and the subsequent Plat
of Survey accepted August 21, 1987,
and the thread of the Snake River,
excluding Parcels 52 and 53 of T. 41 N.,
R. 117 W., and lands riparian thereto, as
described on the Photogrammetric
Survey of Unsurveyed Islands and
Omitted Land Areas, Snake River,
Wyoming, 1974, now described as
Tracts 67 and 68 of T. 41 N., R. 117 W.,
on Plat of Survey accepted August 21,
1987.

The Bureau of Land Management has
determined that the United States has
no claim to nor interest in the above
described land and issuance of the
proposed disclaimer would help remove
a cloud on the title to that land.

Fish and Wildlife Service

Notice of Receipt of Applications for
Permit

The following applicants have
applied for a permit to conduct certain
activities with endangered species. This
notice is provided pursuant to Section
10(c) of the Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531, et
seq.):

PRT-800745
Applicant: Exotic Feline Breeding
Compound, Inc., Rosamond, CA.

The applicant requests a permit to
import one captive-born female Amur
leopard (Panthera pardus orientalis)
from Tierpark Berlin, Germany, for the
purpose of enhancement of the survival
of the species through propagation.

PRT-800746

Applicant: Exotic Feline Breeding
Compound, Inc., Rosamond, CA.

The applicant requests a permit to
import one captive-born Amur leopard
(Panthera pardus orientalis) from
Cricket St. Thomas Wildlife Park,
Somerset, England, for the purpose of
enhancement of the survival of the
species through propagation.
PRT-691840

Applicant: Atkinson Brothers Animal Acts,
Davenport, FL.

The applicant requests reissuance of
their permit to export and re-import one
male and three female captive-bred
leopards (Panthera pardus) and one
male and one female captive-bred tiger
(Panthera tigris) for the purpose of
enhancement of the survival of the
species through conservation education.
The applicant requests the addition of
one male captive-bred leopard to this
permit.

PRT-800955

Applicant: Georgia State Univ., Language
Research Center, Decatur, GA.

The applicant requests a permit to
import one captive-held male bonobo
(Pan paniscus) from Japan Monkey
Centre, Aichi, Japan, for the purpose of
enhancement of the survival of the
species through propagation.
PRT-758093

Applicant: Florida Marine Research Institute,
St. Petersburg, FL.

The applicant requests reissuance of a
permit to import tissue, blood, salvaged
parts and stomach content samples from
green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas),
loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta)
and hawksbill sea turtle (Eretmochelys
imbricata) as part of an ongoing
scientific research project to enhance
the survival of the species.

PRT-800958
Applicant: George Hlavac, Oakbrook, IL.

The applicant requests a permit to
import the sport-hunted trophy of one
male bontebok (Damaiscus dorcas
dorcas) culled from the captive herd
maintained by Mr. H. Kock,
“Verborgenfontein™, Richmond,
Republic of South Africa, for the
purpose of enhancement of survival of
the species.

PRT-800935
Applicant: James Smith, Plancentia, CA.

The applicant requests a permit to
import the sport-hunted trophy of one
male bontebok (Damaiscus dorcas
dorcas) culled from the captive herd
maintained by the Ciskei government,
the Tsolwana Game Reserve, Tarkastad,
Republic of South Africa, for the
purpose of enhancement of survival of
the species.

Written data or comments should be
submitted to the Director, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Office of Management
Authority, 4401 North Fairfax Drive,
Room 420(c), Arlington, Virginia 22203
and must be received by the Director
within 30 days of the date of this
publication.

Documents and other information
submitted with these applications are
available for review, subject to the
requirements of the Privacy Act and
Freedom of Information Act, by any
party who submits a written request for
a copy of such documents to the
following office within 30 days of the
date of publication of this notice: U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of
Management Authority, 4401 North
Fairfax Drive, Room 420(c), Arlington,
Virginia 22203. Phone: (703/358-2104);
FAX: (703/358-2281).
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Dated: April 7, 1995.
Caroline Anderson,

Acting Chief, Branch of Permits, Office of
Management Authority.

[FR Doc. 95-8976 Filed 4—11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P

Receipt of Applications for Permit

The following applicant has applied
for a permit to conduct certain activities
with endangered species. This notice is
provided pursuant to Section 10(c) of
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531, et seq.)

PRT-800533

Applicant: Dr. Theodore H. Fleming,
University of Miami, Coral Gables,
Florida.

The applicant requests a permit to
take lesser long-nosed bats
(Leptonycteris curasoae) for the purpose
of scientific research and enhancement
of propagation and survival of the
species as prescribed by Service
recovery documents.

ADDRESSES: Written data or comments
should be submitted to the Assistant
Regional Director, Ecological Services,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, P.O. Box
1306, Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103,
and must be received by the Assistant
Regional Director within 30 days from
the date of this publication.

Documents and other information
submitted with this application are
available for review, subject to the
requirements of the Privacy Act and
Freedom of Information Act, by any
party who submits a written request for
a copy of such documents to the above
office within 30 days of the date of
publication of this notice. (See
ADDRESSES above.)

James A. Young,

Acting Regional Director, Region 2,
Albuquerque, New Mexico.

[FR Doc. 95-8979 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-55-M

Receipt of Application(s) for Permit

The following applicant(s) have
applied for a permit to conduct certain
activities with endangered species. This
notice is provided pursuant to Section
10(c) of the Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531, et
seq.)

PRT-800892

APPLICANT: Mr. David C. Keller, Los
Alamos National Laboratory, Los
Alamos, New Mexico.

The applicant requests a permit to
take Mexican spotted owl (Strix

occidentalis lucida) and southwestern
willow flycatchers (Empidonax traillii
extimus) that occur on Los Alamos
National Laboratory and adjacent lands
in New Mexico for the purpose of
scientific research and enhancement of
propagation and survival of the species
as prescribed by Service recovery
documents.

PRT-800894

APPLICANT: Mr. Joseph A. Grzybowski,
Norman, Oklahoma.

The applicant requests a permit to
take black-capped vireos (Vireo
atricapillus) that occur in several
counties in Oklahoma for the purpose of
scientific research and enhancement of
propagation and survival of the species
as prescribed by Service recovery
documents.

PRT-800897

APPLICANT: Ms. Cornelia Pasche,
Houston, Texas

The applicant requests a permit to
take red-cockaded woodpeckers
(Picoides [=Dendrocopos] borealis) that
occur in northwest Harris County, Texas
for the purpose of scientific research
and enhancement of propagation and
survival of the species as prescribed by
Service recovery documents.

PRT-800899

APPLICANT: Mr. Eric J. Berg, Fort
Collins, Colorado.

The applicant requests a permit to
take several endangered/threatened
speciew that occur along the DSE
pipeline in New Mexico and Texas for
the purpose of scientific research and
enhancement of propagation and
survival of the species as prescribed by
Service recovery documents.

PRT-800900

APPLICANT: Sherri L. Kuhl, Lower
Colorado River Authority, Austin,
Texas.

The applicant requests a permit to
take several endangered/threatened
species that occur within Lower
Colorado River Authority lands and
ROW in Texas for the purpose of
scientific research and enhancement of
propagation and survival of the species
as prescribed by Service recovery
documents.

ADDRESSES: Written data or comments
should be submitted to the Assistant
Regional Director, Ecological Services,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, P.O. Box
1306, Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103,
and must be received by the Assistant
Regional Director within 30 days for the
date of this publication.

Documents and other information
submitted with this application are

available for review, subject to the
requirements of the Privacy Act and
Freedom of Information Act, by any
party who submits a written request for
a copy of such documents to the above
office within 30 days of the date of
publication of this notice. (See ADDRESS
above.)

James A. Young,

Acting Regional Director, Region 2,
Albuquerque, New Mexico.

[FR Doc. 95-8980 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4310-55-M

Notice of Receipt of Applications for
Approval

The following applicants have
applied for approval to conduct certain
activities with birds that are protected
in accordance with the Wild Bird
Conservation Act of 1992. This notice is
provided pursuant to Section 112(4) of
the Wild Bird Conservation Act of 1992,
50 CFR 15.26(c).

Applicant: International Aviculturists
Society, c/o W. R. Porter, Memphis, TN.
The applicant wishes to establish a
cooperative breeding program for the
Hyacinth macaw (Anodorhynchus
hyacinthinus). Mr. Porter wishes to be
an active participant in this program
with several other private individuals.
The International Aviculturists Society
has assumed the responsibility for the
oversight of the program.

Written data or comments should be
submitted to the Director, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Office of Management
Authority, 4401 North Fairfax Drive,
Room 420C, Arlington, Virginia 22203
and must be received by the Director
within 30 days of the date of this
publication.

Documents and other information
submitted with these applications are
available for review, subject to the
requirements of the Privacy Act and
Freedom of Information Act, by any
party who submits a written request for
a copy of such documents to the
following office within 30 days of the
date of publication of this notice: U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of
Management Authority, 4401 North
Fairfax Drive, Room 420C, Arlington,
Virginia 22203. Phone: (703/358-2104);
FAX: (703/358-2281).

Dated: April 5, 1995.
Dr. Susan Lieberman,

Chief, Branch of Operations, Office of
Management Authority.

[FR Doc. 95-8977 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P
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Finding of No Significant Impact for an
Incidental Take Permit for the
Construction of a Single Family
Residence at Lot 37, Section 4, Block
D, Jester Point 2 Subdivision, Travis
County, Texas

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service) has prepared an
Environmental Assessment for issuance
of a Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit for the
incidental take of the Federally
endangered golden-cheeked warbler
(Dendroica chrysoparia) during the
construction and operation of a single-
family residence in Travis County,
Texas.

Proposed Action

The proposed action is the issuance of
a permit under Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the
Endangered Species Act to authorize the
incidental take of the golden-cheeked
warbler.

The Applicant plans to construct a
single-family residence at Lot 37,
Section 4, Block D, Jester Point 2
Subdivision. The proposed
development will comply with all local,
State, and Federal environmental
regulations addressing environmental
impacts associated with this type of
development. Details of the mitigation
are provided in the Lot 37, Section 4,
Block D, Jester Point 2 Subdivision,
Travis County, Texas, Environmental
Assessment/Habitat Conservation Plan.
Guarantees for implementation are
provided in the Agreement. These
conservation plan actions ensure that
the criteria established for issuance of
an incidental take permit will be fully
satisfied.

Alternatives Considered

1. No action,

2. Proposed action,

3. Sale of this property and the purchase
of another parcel to develop,

4. Alternative site design,

5. Wait for issuance of a regional
Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit.

Determination

Based upon information contained in
the Environmental Assessment/Habitat
Conservation Plan, the Service has
determined that this action is not a
major Federal action which would
significantly affect the quality of the
human environment within the meaning
of Section 102(2)(c) of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969.
Accordingly, the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement on the
proposed action is not warranted.

It is my decision to issue the Section
10(a)(1)(B) permit for the construction
and operation of the single-family
residence at Lot 37, Section 4, Block D,
Jester Point 2 Subdivision, Travis
County, Texas.

Lynn B. Starnes,

Acting Regional Director, Region 2,
Albuquerque, New Mexico.

[FR Doc. 95-8978 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4310-55-M

Garrison Diversion Unit Federal
Advisory Council Meeting

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice of meeting.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to section 10(a)(2) of
the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5
U.S.C. App. I), this notice announces a
meeting of the Garrison Diversion Unit
Federal Advisory Council established
under the authority of the Garrison
Diversion Unit Reformulation Act of
1986 (Public Law 99-0294, May 12,
1986). The meeting is open to the
public. Interested persons may make
oral statements to the council or may
file written statements for consideration.

DATES: The Garrison Diversion Unit
Federal Advisory Council will meet
from 1:30 p.m. to 4:30 p.m. on Tuesday,
April 25, and from 8 a.m. to 11 a.m. on
Wednesday, April 26, 1995.

ADDRESSES: The meeting will be held at
the Dakota Inn, 1-94/Highway 281
South, Jamestown, North Dakota.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Dr. Grady Towns, Ecological Services, at
(303) 236-8186.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Garrison Diversion Unit Federal
Advisory Council will consider and
discuss subjects such as the Kraft
Slough status and acquisition, the
Garrison Diversion Unit project update
and wildlife budget, Garrison
Collaborative Process, Wetland Trust,
Oakes Test Area, mitigation and
enhancement, and Lonetree land
acquisition.

Dated: April 5, 1995.
Elliott N. Sutta,
Acting Regional Director.
[FR Doc. 95-8981 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4310-55-M

National Park Service

Sudbury, Assabet and Concord Rivers
Wild and Scenic Study Massachusetts;
Sudbury, Assabet and Concord Rivers
Study Committee; Notice of Meeting

Notice is hereby given in accordance
with the Federal Advisory Committee
Act (Pub. L. 92-63, 86 Stat. 770, 5
U.S.C. App. | Section 10), that there will
be a meeting of the Sudbury, Assabet
and Concord Rivers Study Committee
on Thursday, May 18, 1995.

The Committee was established
pursuant to Public Law 101-628. The
purpose of the Committee is to consult
with the Secretary of the Interior and to
advise the Secretary in conducting the
study of the Sudbury, Assabet and
Concord River segments specified in
Section 5 (a) (110) of the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act. The Committee shall
also advise the Secretary concerning
management alternatives, should some
or all of the river segments studied be
found eligible for inclusion in the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System.

The meeting will be held at 7:30 p.m.,
Thursday, May 18, 1995, at the Great
Meadows National Wildlife Refuge
Headquarters Weir Hill Road, Sudbury
Massachusetts. Driving Directions: From
south, take Rte. 27 to Water Row in
Sudbury, turn right at end on to Lincoln
Rd., left on Weir Hill Rd., follow signs
to GMNWR Headquarters. From north,
take Concord Rd. to Lincoln Rd., turn
left, follow Lincoln Rd. to Weir Hill Rd.,
turn left, follow signs to headquarters
building. Or, take Rte 126 north or south
to Sherman’s Bridge Rd. in Wayland,
cross Sudbury River, turn right on Weir
Hill Rd.

The agenda is as follows:

I. Welcome and introductions, approval
of minutes from 03/16/95 meeting

I1. Brief questions and comments from
public

I1l. Report on Town Meeting Votes—
Town Representatives

IV. Next steps: Legislation and Study
Report—Cassie

V. Issues of Local Concern
V1. Other Business

Adjournment

Interested persons may make oral/
written presentations to the Committee
during the business meeting or file
written statements. Further information
concerning the meeting may be obtained
from Cassie Thomas, Planner, National
Park Service, 15 State Street, Boston,
MA 02109 or call (617) 223-014.
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Dated: April 4, 1995.
Terry Savage,
Acting Regional Director.
[FR Doc. 95-8916 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-70-P

INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION

[Investigation No. 731-TA-731
(Preliminary)]

Bicycles from China

AGENCY: International Trade
Commission.

ACTION: Institution and scheduling of a
preliminary antidumping investigation.

SUMMARY: The Commission hereby gives
notice of the institution of preliminary
antidumping investigation No. 731-TA—
731 (Preliminary) under section 733(a)
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended by
Section 212(b) of the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act (URAA), Pub. L. 103-
465, 108 Stat. 4809 (1994) (19 U.S.C.
1673b(a)) to determine whether there is
a reasonable indication that an industry
in the United States is materially
injured, or is threatened with material
injury, or the establishment of an
industry in the United States is
materially retarded, by reason of
imports from China of bicycles,
provided for in subheadings 8712.00.15,
8712.00.25, 8712.00.35, 8712.00.44, and
8712.00.48 of the Harmonized Tariff
Schedule of the United States, that are
alleged to be sold in the United States
at less than fair value. The Commission
must complete preliminary
antidumping investigations in 45 days,
or in this case by May 22, 1995. The
Commission’s views are due at the
Department of Commerce within 5
business days thereafter, or by May 30,
1995.

For further information concerning
the conduct of this investigation and
rules of general application, consult the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure, part 201, subparts A through
E (19 CFR part 201), and part 207,
subparts A and B (19 CFR part 207).
EFFECTIVE DATE: April 5, 1995.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Larry Reavis (202—205-3185), Office of
Investigations, U.S. International Trade
Commission, 500 E Street SW.,
Washington, DC 20436. Hearing-
impaired persons can obtain
information on this matter by contacting
the Commission’s TDD terminal on 202—
205-1810. Persons with mobility
impairments who will need special
assistance in gaining access to the
Commission should contact the Office

of the Secretary at 202—205—-2000.
Information can also be obtained by
calling the Office of Investigations’
remote bulletin board system for
personal computers at 202—-205-1895
(N,8,1).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

This investigation is being instituted
in response to a petition filed on April
5, 1995, by Huffy Bicycle Company,
Dayton, OH; Murray Ohio
Manufacturing Co., Brentwood, TN; and
Roadmaster Corp., Olney, IL.

Participation in the Investigation and
Public Service List

Persons (other than petitioners)
wishing to participate in the
investigation as parties must file an
entry of appearance with the Secretary
to the Commission, as provided in
sections 201.11 and 207.10 of the
Commission’s rules, not later than seven
(7) days after publication of this notice
in the Federal Register. The Secretary
will prepare a public service list
containing the names and addresses of
all persons, or their representatives,
who are parties to this investigation
upon the expiration of the period for
filing entries of appearance.

Limited Disclosure of Business
Proprietary Information (BPI) Under an
Administrative Protective Order (APO)
and BPI Service List

Pursuant to section 207.7(a) of the
Commission’s rules, the Secretary will
make BPI gathered in this preliminary
investigation available to authorized
applicants under the APO issued in the
investigation, provided that the
application is made not later than seven
(7) days after the publication of this
notice in the Federal Register. A
separate service list will be maintained
by the Secretary for those parties
authorized to receive BPI under the
APO.

Conference

The Commission’s Director of
Operations has scheduled a conference
in connection with this investigation for
9:30 a.m. on April 26, 1995, at the U.S.
International Trade Commission
Building, 500 E Street SW., Washington,
DC. Parties wishing to participate in the
conference should contact Larry Reavis
(202—-205-3185) not later than April 25
to arrange for their appearance. Parties
in support of the imposition of
antidumping duties in this investigation
and parties in opposition to the
imposition of such duties will each be
collectively allocated one hour within
which to make an oral presentation at

the conference. A nonparty who has
testimony that may aid the
Commission’s deliberations may request
permission to present a short statement
at the conference.

Written Submissions

As provided in sections 201.8 and
207.15 of the Commission’s rules, any
person may submit to the Commission
on or before May 1, 1995, a written brief
containing information and arguments
pertinent to the subject matter of the
investigation. Parties may file written
testimony in connection with their
presentation at the conference no later
than three (3) days before the
conference. If briefs or written
testimony contain BPI, they must
conform with the requirements of
sections 201.6, 207.3, and 207.7 of the
Commission’s rules.

In accordance with sections 201.16(c)
and 207.3 of the rules, each document
filed by a party to the investigation must
be served on all other parties to the
investigation (as identified by either the
public or BPI service list), and a
certificate of service must be timely
filed. The Secretary will not accept a
document for filing without a certificate
of service.

Authority: This investigation is being
conducted under authority of the Tariff Act
of 1930, title VII, as amended by the URAA.
This notice is published pursuant to section
207.12 of the Commission’s rules.

By order of the Commission.

Issued: April 6, 1995.

Donna R. Koehnke,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 95-8991 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7020-02-P

[Investigations Nos. 701-TA-360 and 361
(Final) and 731-TA-688 through 695 (Final)]

Certain Carbon Steel Butt-Weld Pipe
Fittings From France, India, Israel,
Malaysia, The Republic of Korea,
Thailand, The United Kingdom, and
Venezuela

Determinations

On the basis of the record * developed
in the subject investigations, the
Commission determines, pursuant to
section 705(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930
(19 U.S.C. 81671d(b)) (the Act), that an
industry in the United States is not
materially injured or threatened with
material injury, and the establishment of
an industry in the United States is not
materially retarded, by reason of
imports from India or Israel of certain

1The record is defined in sec. 207.2(f) of the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure (19
CFR §207.2(f)).
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carbon steel butt-weld pipe fittings,
provided for in subheading 7307.93.30
of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of
the United States, that have been found
by the Department of Commerce to be
subsidized by the Governments of India
and Israel. The Commission also
determines pursuant to section 735(b) of
the Act that an industry in the United
States is not materially injured or
threatened with material injury, and the
establishment of an industry in the
United States is not materially retarded,
by reason of imports from France,2
India, Israel, Malaysia, the Republic of
Korea, Thailand,3 the United Kingdom,
or Venezuela of certain carbon steel
butt-weld pipe fittings that have been
found by the Department of Commerce
to be sold in the United States at LTFV.

Background

The Commission instituted
countervailing duty investigations Nos.
701-TA-360 and 361 (Final) effective
June 1, 1994, following preliminary
determinations by the Department of
Commerce that imports of certain
carbon steel butt-weld pipe fittings from
India and Israel were being subsidized
within the meaning of section 703(b) of
the Act (19 U.S.C. §1671b(b)). The
antidumping duty investigations (invs.
Nos. 731-TA-688 through 695 (Final))
were instituted effective October 3,
1994, following preliminary
determinations by the Department of
Commerce that imports of certain
carbon steel butt-weld pipe fittings from
France, India, Israel, Malaysia, the
Republic of Korea, Thailand, the United
Kingdom, and Venezuela were being
sold at LTFV within the meaning of
section 733(b) of the Act (19 U.S.C.
§1673b(b)). Notice of the institution of
the Commission’s investigations and of
a public hearing to be held in
connection therewith was given by
posting copies of the notices in the
Office of the Secretary, U.S.
International Trade Commission,
Washington, DC, and by publishing the
notices in the Federal Register of July
20, 1994 (59 FR 37054) and October 19,
1994 (59 FR 52806).4 The hearing was
held in Washington, DC, on February
28, 1995, and persons who requested

2Commissioner Don E. Newquist did not
participate in this investigation.

30nly the certain carbon steel butt-weld pipe
fittings exported by Awaji Sangyo (Thailand) Co.,
Ltd. from Thailand were found to be sold in the
United States at less than fair value (LTFV). All
other producers and exporters of such product in
Thailand are subject to a 1992 antidumping order
currently in effect.

4Notice of the Commission’s revised schedule for
the subject countervailing and antidumping duty
investigations was published on November 30, 1994
(59 FR 61342).

the opportunity were permitted to
appear in person or by counsel.

The Commission transmitted its
determinations in these investigations to
the Secretary of Commerce on April 3,
1995. The views of the Commission are
contained in USITC Publication 2870
(April 1995) entitled ““Certain Carbon
Steel Butt-Weld Pipe Fittings from
France, India, Israel, Malaysia, the
Republic of Korea, Thailand, the United
Kingdom, and Venezuela: Investigations
Nos. 701-TA-360 and 361 (Final) and
731-TA-688 through 695 (Final).”

Issued: April 6, 1995.
By order of the Commission.
Donna R. Koehnke,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 95-8992 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7020-02-P

INTERSTATE COMMERCE
COMMISSION

[Docket No. AB-167 (Sub-No. 1143]

Consolidated Rail Corporation—
Abandonment—Between North Warren
and Kent, in Trumbull and Portage
Counties, OH

The Commission has issued a
certificate authorizing Consolidated Rail
Corporation to abandon its 28.95-mile
rail line, known as the Freedom
Secondary, between milepost 161.10 at
North Warren and milepost 190.05 near
Kent, in Trumbull and Portage Counties,
OH, subject to environmental, historic,
labor protective, and public use
conditions. The abandonment certificate
will become effective 30 days after this
publication unless the Commission
finds that: (1) a financially responsible
person has offered financial assistance
(through subsidy or purchase) to enable
rail service to continue; and (2) it is
likely that the assistance would fully
compensate the railroad.

Any financial assistance offer must be
filed with the Commission and the
applicant no later than 10 days from the
publication of this Notice. The
following notation shall be typed in
bold face on the lower left-hand corner
of the envelope containing the offer:
“Office of Proceedings, AB-OFA”. Any
offer previously made must be remade
within this 10-day period.

Information and procedures regarding
financial assistance for continued rail
service are contained in 49 U.S.C. 10905
and 49 CFR 1152.27.

Decided: March 30, 1995.

By the Commission, Chairman McDonald,
Vice Chairman Morgan, and Commissioners
Simmons and Owen.

Vernon A. Williams,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 95-8974 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7035-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Notice of Lodging of the Stipulation
and Settlement Agreement Pursuant to
the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act of 1980

Notice is hereby given that on March
28, 1995, a proposed Stipulation and
Settlement Agreement in In Re Carl
Subler Trucking, Inc., et al., (S.D. Ohio,
Bankruptcy Ct., Case Nos. 3—-87-02026),
was lodged with the United States
Bankruptcy Court for the Southern
District of Ohio. The United States,
pursuant to Section 107 of the
Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act of 1980, as amended by the
Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986
(““CERCLA"), 42 U.S.C. 9607, seeks
recovery of past response costs incurred
and costs to be incurred by the United
States in connection with the Peak Oil
Superfund Site, Tampa, Florida (the
“Site”). The Site is located in
Hillsborough County, Florida, and
occupies approximately 4 acres. From
the mid-1950’s until the mid-1980’s, the
Site was used for recovery and storage
of waste oil.

The Stipulation and Settlement
Agreement in In Re Carl Subler
Trucking, Inc., et al, provides that the
Debtor will pay a total of $25,000.

The Department of Justice will
receive, for a period of thirty (30) days
from the date of this publication,
comments relating to the proposed
Stipulation and Settlement Agreement.
Comments should be addressed to the
Assistant Attorney General,
Environmental and Natural Resources
Division, U.S. Department of Justice,
Washington, DC 20530. Comments
should refer to In Re Carl Subler
Trucking, Inc., et al, D.O.J. Ref. 90-11—
2-897F.

The proposed Stipulation and
Settlement Agreement may be examined
at the Office of the United States
Attorney, Southern District of Ohio, 200
W. Second Street, Rm. 602, Dayton,
Ohio 45402; Office of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 1V, 345 Courtland Street NE.,
Atlanta, GA 30365; and at the Consent
Decree Library, 1120 G Street NW.,
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Washington, DC 20005, (202) 624-0892.
A copy of the proposed Stipulation and
Settlement Agreement may be obtained
in person or by mail from the Consent
Decree Library, 1120 G Street NW., 4th
floor, Washington, DC 20005. In
requesting a copy, please refer to the
referenced case and enclose a check in
the amount of $1.50 for the Stipulation
and Settlement Agreement (25 cents per
page reproduction costs), payable to the
Consent Decree Library.

Joel M. Gross,

Acting Chief, Environmental Enforcement
Section, Environment and Natural Resources
Division.

[FR Doc. 95-9002 Filed 4-11-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4410-01-M

Office of the Attorney General

[AG Order No. 1962-95]

RIN 1105-AA36

Proposed Guidelines for the Jacob
Wetterling Crimes Against Children

and Sexually Violent Offender
Registratioan Act

AGENCY: Department of Justice.
ACTION: Proposed guidelines.

SUMMARY: The United States Department
of Justice (DQJ) is publishing Proposed
Guidelines to implement the Jacob
Wetterling Crimes Against Children and
Sexually Violent Offender Registration
Act.

DATES: Comments must be received by
July 11, 1995.

ADDRESSES: Comments may be mailed to
Bonnie J. Campbell, Director, Violence
Against Women Office, U.S. Department
of Justice, Tenth and Pennsylvania
Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20530,
202-616-8894.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section
170101 of the Violent Crime Control and
Law Enforcement Act of 1994, Pub. L.
No. 103-322, 108 Stat. 2038 (codified at
42 U.S.C. §14071), contains the Jacob
Wetterling Crimes Against Children and
Sexually Violent Offender Registration
Act (hereafter referred to as the ““Jacob
Wetterling Act” or “the Act”). The Act
provides a financial incentive for states
to establish 10-year registration
requirements for persons convicted of
certain crimes against minors and
sexually violent offenses, and to
establish a more stringent set of
registration requirements for a sub-class
of highly dangerous sex offenders,
characterized as ““‘sexually violent
predators.” States that fail to establish
such systems within three years (subject
to a possible two year extension) face a
10% reduction in their Byrne Formula

Grant funding (under 42 U.S.C. 3756),
and resulting surplus funds will be
reallocated to states that are in
compliance with the Act.

Proposed Guidelines

These guidelines carry out a statutory
directive to the Attorney General, in
§170101(a)(1), to establish guidelines
for registration systems under the Act.
Before turning to the specific provisions
of the Act, four general points should be
noted concerning its interpretation and
application.

First, states that wish to achieve
compliance with the Jacob Wetterling
Act should understand that its
requirements constitute a floor for state
registration systems, not a ceiling, and
that they do not risk the loss of part of
their Byrne Formula Grant funding by
going beyond its standards. For
example, a state may have a registration
system that covers a broader class of sex
offenders than those identified in the
Jacob Wetterling Act, or requires
address verification for such offenders
at more frequent intervals than the Act
prescribes, or requires offenders to
register for a longer period of time than
the period specified in the Act.

Exercising these options creates no
problem of compliance, since the
provisions in the Jacob Wetterling Act
concerning duration of registration,
covered offenders, and other matters, do
not preclude states from imposing
additional or more stringent
requirements that encompass the Act’s
baseline requirements. The general
objective of the Act is to protect people
from child molesters and violent sex
offenders through registration
requirements. It is not intended, and
does not have the effect, of making
states less free than they were under
prior law to impose registration
requiremnts for this purpose.

Second, states that wish to achieve
compliance with the Jacob Wetterling
Act also should understand that they
may, within certain constraints, use
their own criminal law definitions in
defining registration requirements, and
will not necessarily have to revise their
registration systems to use technical
definitions of covered sex offenses
based on federal law. This point will be
explained more fully below.

Third, the Jacob Wetterling Act
contemplates the establishment of
programs that will impose registration
requirements on offenders who are
subsequently convicted of offenses in
the pertinent categories. The Act does
not require states to attempt to identify
and impose registration requirements on
offenders who were convicted of
offenses in these categories prior to the

establishment of a conforming
registration system. Nevertheless, the
Act does not preclude states from
imposing any new registration
requirements on offenders convicted
prior to the establishment of the
registration system.

Fourth, the Act gives states wide
latitude in designing registration
programs that best meet their public
safety needs. For instance, the Act
allows states to release relevant
information necessary to protect the
public, including information released
through community notification
programs. Some state registration and
notification systems have been
challenged on constitutional grounds. A
few courts have struck down
registration requirements in certain
cases. See Rowe v. Burton, No. A94-206
(D. Alaska July 27, 1994) (on motion for
preliminary relief); State v. Babin, 637
So.2d 814 (La. App. 1994), writ denied,
644 So.2d 649 (La. 1994); State v. Payne,
633 So. 2d 701 (La. App. 1993), writ
denied, 637 So.2d 497 (La. 1994); In re
Reed, 663 P.2d 216 (Cal. 1983) (en
banc). However, a majority of courts that
have dealt with the issue have held that
registration systems like those
contemplated by the Jacob Wetterling
Act do not violate released offenders’
constitutional rights.

A few recent decisions, currently on
appeal, have held that aspects of New
Jersey’s community notification
program violate due process guarantees,
or violate ex post facto guarantees as
applied to persons who committed the
covered offense prior to enactment of
the notification statute. See Artway v.
Attorney General of New Jersey, No. 94—
6287 (NHP) (D.N.J. Feb. 28, 1995); Diaz
v. Whitman, No. 94-6376 (JWB) (D.N.J.
Jan. 6, 1994); John Doe v. Deborah
Poritz, No. BUR-1-5-95 (N.J. Super. Ct.
Law Div. Feb. 22, 1995). However, the
Department of Justice takes the position
in briefs filed that the New Jersey
community notification statute at issue
in those cases does not violate the Ex
Post Facto Clause, and that the
Fourteenth Amendment’s Due Process
Clause of its own force does not require
recognition of such a liberty interest on
the part of offenders affected by that
statute.

The remainder of these guidelines
address the provisions of the Jacob
Wetterling Act in the order in which
they appear in §170101 of the Violent
Crime Control and Law Enforcement
Act of 1994.

General Provisions—Subsection (a)(1)-
)

Paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of
§170101 directs the Attorney General to
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establish guidelines for state programs
that require:;

(A) Current address registration for
persons convicted of ‘“‘a criminal offense
against a victim who is a minor” or “a
sexually violent offense,” and

(B) Current address registration under
a different set of requirements for
persons who are determined to be
“sexually violent predators.”

Paragraph (2) of subsection (a) states
that the determination whether a person
is a ““sexually violent predator’” (which
brings the more stringent registration
standards into play), and the
determination that a person is no longer
a “‘sexually violent predator” (which
terminates the registration requirement
under those standards), shall be made
by the sentencing court after receiving a
report by a state board composed of
experts in the field of the behavior and
treatment of sexual offenders.

““State board” in paragraph (2) should
be understood to mean a body or group
containing twos or more experts that is
authorized by state law or designated
under the authority of state law. Beyond
the requirement that a board must be
composed of experts in the field of the
behavior and treatment of sexual
offenders, the Act affords states
discretion concerning the selection and
composition of such boards. For
example, a state could establish a single
permanent board for this purpose, could
establish a system of state-designated
boards, or could authorize the
designation of different boards for
different courts, time periods,
geographic areas or cases.

Definition of “Criminal Offense Against
a Victim Who is a Minor”’—Subsection
@R)A)

The Act prescribes a 10-year
registration requirement for persons
convicted of a “criminal offense against
a victim who is a minor”. Subparagraph
(A) of paragraph (3) of subsection (a)
defines the term *‘criminal offense
against a victim who is a minor.”
“Minor’” should be understood to mean
a person below the age of 18, consistent
with the normal understanding.

The specific clauses in the definition
of “criminal offense against a victim
who is a minor” are as follows:

(1) Clauses (i) and (ii) cover
kidnapping of a minor (except by a
parent) and false imprisonment of a
minor (except by a parent). All states
have statutes that define offenses—going
by such names as “‘kidnapping,”
criminal restraint,” or “‘false
imprisonment”’—whose gravamen is
abduction or unlawful restraint of a
person. States can comply with these
clauses by requiring registration for

persons convicted of these statutory
offenses whose victims were below the
age of 18. The Act does not require
inclusion of these offenses in the
registration requirement when the
offender is a parent, but states may
choose to require registration for parents
who commit these offenses.

(2) Clause (iii) covers offenses
consisting of “criminal sexual conduct
toward a minor.” Such offenses include
convictions under general provisions
defining sexually assaultive crimes—
such as provisions defining crimes of
“rape,” sexual assault,” or “sexual
abuse’’—in cases where the victim is in
fact a minor. Coverage is not limited to
cases where the victim’s age is an
element of the offense (such as
prosecutions for specially defined child
molestation offenses).

States can comply with clause (iii) by
requiring registration for persons
convicted of all statutory sex offenses
under state law whose elements involve
physical contact with a victim, where
the victim was below the age of 18 at the
time of the offense. Offenses that do not
involve physical contact, such as
exhibitionism, are not subject to the
Act’s mandatory registration
requirements pursuant to clause (iii),
but states are free to require registration
for persons convicted of such offenses
as well if they so choose.

(3) Clause (iv) covers offenses
consisting of solicition of a minor to
engage in sexual conduct. This covers
any conviction for an offense involving
the solicitation of conduct that would be
covered by clause (iii) if carried out.

(4) Clause (v) covers offenses
consisting of using a minor in a sexual
performance. This includes both live
performances and using minors in the
production of pornography.

(5) Clause (vi) covers offenses
consisting of solicition of a minor to
practice prostitution.

(6) Clause (vii) covers offenses
consisting of any conduct that by its
nature is a sexual offense against a
minor. This clause is intended to insure
uniform coverage of convictions under
statutes defining sex offenses in which
the status of the victim as a minor is an
element of an offense, such as specially
defined child molestation offenses, and
other offenses prohibiting sexual
activity with underage persons. States
can comply with this clause by
including convictions under these
statutes uniformly in the registration
requirement.

(7) Considered in isolation, clause
(viii) gives states discretion whether to
require registration for attempts to
commit offenses described in clauses (i)
through (vii). However, any verbal

command or attempted persuasion of
the victim to engage in sexual conduct
would bring the offense within the
scope of the solicitation clause (clause
(iv)), and make it subject to the Act’s
mandatory registration requirements.
Morever, this provision must be
considered in conjunction with the
Act’s requirement of registration for
persons convicted of a ““sexually violent
offense,” which does not allow the
exclusion of attempts if they are
otherwise encompassed within the
definition of a ““sexually violent
offense.”

Hence, state discretion to exclude
attempted sexual offenses against
minors from registration requirements
pursuant to clause (viii) is limited by
other provisions of the Act. The
simplest approach for states would be to
include attempted sexual assaults on
minors (as well as completed offenses)
uniformly as predicates for the
registration requirements.

At the conclusion of the definition of
“criminal offense against a victim who
is a minor,” the Act states that (for
purposes of the definition) conduct
which is criminal only because of the
age of the victim shall not be considered
a criminal offense if the perpetrator is
18 years of age or younger. For example,
suppose that state law prohibits sexual
relations with a person below the age of
16, where the defendant is more than 4
years older than the victim. Suppose
further that an 18-year-old is convicted
of violating this prohibition by engaging
in consensual sexual relations with a
13-year-old, where the conduct would
not violate state law but for the victim’s
age. Under the provision, if a state did
not require such an offender to register,
the state would still be in compliance
with the Act. However, here again,
states are free to go beyond the Act’s
baseline requirements. The exemption
of certain offenders based on age from
the Act’s mandatory registration
requirements does not bar states from
including such offenders in their
registration systems if they wish.
Moreover, the scope of subsection
(a)(3)(A)’s exemption is also limited by
other provisions of the Act that require
registration of persons convicted of
“sexually violent offenses” (as defined
in (a)(3)(B)), with no provision
excluding younger offenders where the
criminality of the conduct depends on
the victim’s age.

Since the Act’s registration
requirements depend in all
circumstances on conviction of certain
types of offenses, states are not required
to mandate registration for juveniles
who are adjudicated delinquent—as
opposed to adults convicted of crimes
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and juveniles convicted as adults—even
if the conduct on which the juvenile
delinquency adjudication is based
would constitute an offense giving rise
to a registration requirement if engaged
in by an adult. However, states remain
free to require registration for juvenile
delinquents, and the conviction of a
juvenile who is prosecuted as an adult
does count as a conviction for purposes
of the Act’s registration requirements.

Definition of “*Sexually Violent
Offense”’—Subsection (a)(3)(B)

The Act prescribes a ten-year
registration requirement for offenders
convicted of a “‘sexually violent
offense,” as well as for those convicted
of a “criminal offense against a victim
who is a minor.”

Subparagraph (B) of paragraph (3)
defines the term “‘sexually violent
offense’ to mean any criminal offense
that consists of aggravated sexual abuse
or sexual abuse (as described in sections
2241 and 2242 of title 18, United States
Code, or as described in the State
criminal code), or an offense that has as
its elements engaging in physical
contact with another person with intent
to commit such an offense. In light of
this definition, there are two ways in
which a state could satisfy the
requirement of registration for persons

convicted of “sexually violent offenses’:

First, suppose that a state has offenses
in its criminal code that are designated
‘“‘aggravated sexual abuse” and ‘““sexual
abuse,” or has a definitional provision
in its criminal code that characterizes
certain offenses (however denominated)
as constituting “‘aggravated sexual
abuse’ and ‘‘sexual abuse” for
registration purposes or other purposes.
Such a state could comply simply by
requiring registration for all offenders
who are convicted of these state
offenses, and all offenders convicted of
any state crime that has as its elements
engaging in physical contact with
another person with intent to commit
such an offense.

Second, a state could comply by
requiring registration for offenders
convicted for criminal conduct that
would violate 18 U.S.C. 2241 or 2242—
the federal ““aggravated sexual abuse”
and “‘sexual abuse” offenses—if subject
to federal prosecution. (The second part
of the definition in subparagraph (B) of
paragraph (3), relating to physical
contact with intent to commit
aggravated sexual abuse or sexual abuse,
does not enlarge the class of covered
offenses under the federal law
definitions, since sections 2241 and
2242 explicitly encompass attempts as
well as completed offenses.)

Specifically, 18 U.S.C. 2241-42
generally proscribe non-consensual

““sexual acts’” with anyone, “‘sexual
acts” with persons below the age of 12,
and attempts to engage in such conduct.
“Sexual act” is generally defined (in 18
U.S.C. 2245(2)) to mean an act involving
any degree of genital or anal
penetration, oral-genital or oral-anal
contact, or direct genital touching of a
victim below the age of 16 in certain
circumstances even without
penetration.

States that elect this second option—
requiring registration for offenses that
consist of aggravated sexual abuse or
sexual abuse as defined in federal law
provisions (18 U.S.C. 2241-42)—do not
necessarily have to refer to these federal
statutes in their registration provisions,
but could alternatively achieve
compliance by requiring registration for
the state law offenses that encompass
types of conduct proscribed by 18
U.S.C. 2241-42. Moreover, a state does
not have to have sex offenses whose
scope is congruent with 18 U.S.C. 2241—
42 to take the latter approach. If state
law does not criminalize some types of
conduct that are covered by 18 U.S.C.
2241-42, then a person who engages in
the conduct will not be subject to
prosecution and conviction under state
law, and there will be no basis for a
registration requirement. On the other
hand, if state sex offenses are defined
more broadly than 18 U.S.C. 2241-42,
then states are free to require
registration for all offenders convicted
under these state provisions
(notwithstanding their greater breadth),
and this would be sufficient to ensure
coverage of convictions for criminal
conduct that would violate 18 U.S.C.
2241-42 if subject to federal
prosecution.

Definition of “*‘Sexually Violent
Predator”’—Subsection (a)(3)(C)—(E)

Offenders who meet the definition of
“sexually violent predator’ are subject
to more stringent registration
requirements than other sex offenders.

(1) Subparagraph (C) defines
“sexually violent predator” to mean a
person who has been convicted of a
sexually violent offense and who suffers
from a mental abnormality or
personality disorder that makes the
person likely to engage in predatory
sexually violent offenses.

(2) Subparagraph (D) essentially
defines ““mental abnormality” to mean a
disorder involving a disposition to
commit criminal sexual acts of such a
degree that it makes the person a
menace to others. There is no definition
of ““personality disorder” in the Act;
hence, the definition of this term is a
matter of state discretion. For example,
a state may choose to utilize the

definition of “personality disorder” that
appears in the Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of Mental Disorders: DSM-IV.
American Psychiatric Association,
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of
Mental Disorders (4th ed. 1994).

(3) Subparagraph (E) defines
“predatory” to mean an act directed at
a stranger or at a person with whom a
relationship has been established or
promoted for the primary purpose of
victimization.

As with other features of the Jacob
Wetterling Act, the sexually violent
predator provisions only define baseline
requirements for states that wish to
maintain eligibility for full Byrne
Formula Grant funding. States are free
to impose these more stringent
registration requirements on a broader
class of offenders, and may use state law
categories or definitions for that
purpose, without contravening the Jacob
Wetterling Act.

As noted earlier, the Act provides that
the determination whether an offender
is a ““sexually violent predator” is to be
made by the sentencing court with the
assistance of a board of experts. The Act
does not require, or preclude, that all
persons convicted of a sexually violent
offense undergo a determination as to
whether they satisfy the definition of
“sexually violent predator.” It also does
not specify under what conditions such
an inquiry must be undertaken. A state
that wishes to comply with the Act must
adopt some approach to this issue, but
the specifics are a matter of state
discretion. For example, a state might
provide that the decision whether to
seek classification of an offender as a
“sexually violent predator” is a matter
of judgment for prosecutors, or might
provide that a determination of this
question should be undertaken
routinely when a person is convicted of
a sexually violent offense and has a
prior history of committing such crimes.

Specifications Concerning State
Registration Systems Under the Act—
Subsection (b)

Paragraph (1) of subsection (b) sets
out duties for prison officials and courts
in relation to offenders required to
register who are released from prison, or
who are placed on any form of post-
conviction supervised release (*‘parole,
supervised release, or probation™).

The duties, set out in subparagraph
(A) of paragraph (1), include: (i)
Informing the person of the duty to
register and obtaining the information
required for registration (i.e., address
information), (ii) informing the person
that he must give written notice of a
new address within 10 days to a
designated state law enforcement
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agency if he changes residence, (iii)
informing the person that, if he changes
residence to another state, he must
inform the registration agency in the
state he is leaving, and must also
register the new address with a
designated state law enforcement
agency in the new state within 10 days
(if the new state has a registration
requirement), (iv) obtaining fingerprints
and a photograph if they have not
already been obtained, and (v) requiring
the person to read and sign a form
stating that these requirements have
been explained.

Beyond these basic requirements,
which apply to all registrants,
subparagraph (B) of paragraph (1) of
subsection (b) requires that additional
information be obtained in relation to a
person who is required to register as a
“sexually violent predator.” The
information that is specifically required
under subparagraph (B) is the name of
the person, identifying factors,
anticipated future residence, offense
history, and documentation of any
treatment received for the mental
abnormality or personality disorder of
the person.

States that wish to comply with the
Act will need to adopt statutes or
administrative provisions to establish
these duties and ensure that they are
carried out. These informational
requirements, like other requirements in
the Act, only define minimum
standards, and states may require more
extensive information from offenders.
For example, the Act does not require
that information be obtained relating to
registering offenders’ employment, but
states may legitimately wish to know if
a convicted child molester is seeking or
has obtained employment that involves
responsibility for the care for children.

Paragraph (2) of subsection (b) states
that the responsible officer or court shall
forward the registration information to a
designated state law enforcement
agency. The state law enforcement
agency must immediately enter the
information into the appropriate state
law enforcement record system and
notify a law enforcement agency having
jurisdiction where the person expects to
reside. States that wish to achieve
compliance with the Act may need to
modify state record systems if they are
not currently set up to receive all the
types of information that the Act
requires from registrants.

The state law enforcement agency is
also required to immediately transmit
the conviction data and fingerprints to
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. No
changes will be required in the national
records system because the Act only
requires transmission of conviction data

and fingerprints, which the FBI already
receives. The Act should not be
understood as requiring duplicative
transmission of conviction data and
fingerprints to the FBI at the time of
initial registration if the state already
has sent this information to the FBI (e.g.,
at the time of conviction).

Paragraph (3) of subsection (b) relates
to verification of the offender’s address.
In essence, annual verification of
address with the designated state law
enforcement agency is required for
offenders generally, through the return
within ten days of an address
verification form sent by the agency to
the registrant. However, the verification
intervals are 90 days (rather than a year)
for “‘sexually violent predators.” As
noted earlier, these are baseline
requirements which do not bar states
from requiring verification of address at
shorter intervals than those specified in
the Act.

Paragraph (4) requires the designated
state law enforcement agency to notify
other interested law enforcement
agencies of a change of address by the
registrant. Specifically, when a
registrant changes residence to a new
address, the designated law enforcement
agency must (i) notify a law
enforcement agency having jurisdiction
where the registrant will reside, and (ii)
if the registrant moves to a new state,
notify the law enforcement agency with
which the offender must register in the
new state (if the new state has a
registration requirement).

Paragraph (5) further requires an
offender who moves out of state to
register within ten days with a
designated state law enforcement
agency in his new state of residence (if
the new state has a registration
requirement). This partially reiterates
the requirements concerning notice of
changes of address by the offender that
were described above.

Subparagraph (A) of paragraph (6)
states that the registration requirement
remains in effect for ten years. As noted
earlier, states may choose to establish
longer registration periods.

Subparagraph (B) of paragraph (6)
states that the registration requirement
for “sexually violent predators” under
the Act terminates upon a determination
that the offender no longer suffers from
a mental abnormality or personality
disorder that would make him likely to
engage in a predatory sexually violent
offense. This provision does not require
review of the offender’s status at any
particular interval. For example, a state
could set a minimum period of 10 years
before entertaining a request to review
the status of a “‘sexually violent
predator,” the same period as the

general minimum registration period for
sex offenders under the Act.

Moreover, this termination provision
only affects the requirement that a
person register as a “‘sexually violent
predator’” under subparagraph (B) of
subsection (a)(1) of the Jacob Wetterling
Act. It does not limit states in imposing
more extensive registration
requirements under their own laws, and
does not limit any registration
requirement that arises independently
under other provisions of the 